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ABSTRACT 


This  thesis  is  an  investigation  into  the  area  of  premarital  sexual 
behavior  and  attitudes.  More  specifically,  it  involved  testing  some  of 
the  interrelated  propositions  put  forth  by  Ira  Reiss  in  his  study  of  the 
sociocultural  factors  which  help  to  explain  the  difference  between  highl¬ 
and  low-sexually  permissive  groups. 

Reiss'  original  work  had  two  major  aims:  (1)  to  develop  a  Guttman 
scale  to  measure  premarital  sexual  permissiveness  and  (2)  to  examine  the 
sociocultural  correlates  of  premarital  sexual  permissiveness.  His  re¬ 
sulting  scale  and  portions  of  his  theory  were  tested  in  this  replication 

The  data  utilized  for  this  partial  replication  of  Ira  Reiss'  work 
were  gathered  from  a  sample  of  students  enrolled  at  the  University  of 
Waterloo,  the  University  of  Alberta,  and  the  Northern  Alberta  Institute 
of  Technology.  A  questionnaire  was  employed  to  secure  the  necessary 
information  for  this  thesis  and  it  was  done  in  conjunction  with  a 
courtship  and  marriage  attitude  survey  conducted  by  Professor  Charles 
Hobart . 

This  partial  replication  found  the  Guttman  scales  developed  by 
Reiss  to  measure  premarital  sexual  permissiveness  meeting  all  the 
minimum  standards  of  a  Guttman  scale.  The  findings  in  this  thesis  sug¬ 
gested  considerable  support  for  Reiss'  conception  of  the  relationship 
between  an  individual's  self-permissiveness  and  the  perceived  permis¬ 
siveness  of  others.  However,  our  findings  cast  doubt  upon  Reiss' 
conception  of  the  relationship  between  various  dating  characteristics 
and  premarital  sexual  permissiveness.  In  attempting  to  compare  the 
findings,  this  author  became  critical  of  Reiss'  summarizing  hypotheses 
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because  of  their  high  level  of  abstraction.  Issue  is  taken  with  the 
theory  developed  by  Reiss  in  that  it  becomes  too  far  removed  from  the 
empirical  world  and  thus  cannot  be  confirmed  or  disconfirmed  as  stated. 
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CHAPTER  1 


INTRODUCTION 


THE  RESEARCH  PROBLEM 

The  ability  to  perceive  in  some  brute  experience  the 
occasion  for  a  problem,  and  especially  a  problem  whose  solu¬ 
tion  has  a  bearing  on  the  solution  of  other  problems,  is  not 
a  common  talent  among  men...  It  is  a  mark  of  scientific 
genius  to  be  sensitive  to  difficulties  where  less  gifted 
people  pass  by  untroubled  by  doubt. ^ 

One  of  the  first  steps  for  any  researcher  is  to  select  a  task  of 
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manageable  size.  To  study  human  sexual  life  per  se  is  a  task  that 
must  be  reduced  to  a  research  problem  that  can  be  handled,  since  the 
problem  at  this  level  is  too  broad  in  scope  to  be  dealt  with  succes¬ 
sfully.  This  thesis  is  an  investigation  into  the  area  of  premarital 
sexual  behavior  and  attitudes,  and  more  specifically  it  is  proposed 
to  partially  test  the  interrelated  propositions  put  forth  by  Ira 

3 

Reiss  in  The  Social  Context  of  Premarital  Sexual  Permissiveness. 

The  basic  problem,  then,  is  what  sociocultural  factors  help  to 

explain  the  existence  of  different  behavior  and  attitudes  regarding 

premarital  sexual  practices.  This  being  the  major  problem,  the  task 

of  the  thesis  resulted  in  a  partial  replication  of  Reiss'  work  as  it 

is  one  of  the  most  recent  and  comprehensive  scientific  endeavors 

dealing  specifically  with  this  problem.  This  replication  is  only 

partial  since  it  is  not  an  attempt  to  test  all  of  the  hypotheses 

presented  by  Reiss.  The  basic  purpose  of  Reiss'  study  was  to  investi 

gate  the  sociocultural  factors  which  help  to  explain  the  difference 

4 

between  high-  and  low-sexually  permissive  groups.  Reiss  proposed. 
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as  a  result  of  his  investigation,  a  theory  of  premarital  sexual  permis¬ 
siveness.  This  thesis  is  an  attempt  to  test  parts  of  the  theory  and 
to  determine  its  applicability  to  a  sample  of  young  people  in  Alberta. 

Data  to  be  used  for  this  partial  replication  of  Reiss'  research 
were  gathered  by  Professor  C.  W.  Hobart  in  a  Courtship  and  Marriage 
Attitude  Survey,  conducted  in  1968,  and  are  used  with  his  permission. 
This  writer  was  involved  in  the  planning  stages  of  the  survey  which 
enabled  the  necessary  material  for  the  thesis  to  be  incorporated  with¬ 
in  the  aims  of  Professor  Hobart's  research. 

BACKGROUND  OF  THEORY  AND  RESEARCH 

In  the  next  chapter  the  specific  findings  relating  to  the  hypo¬ 
thesis  to  be  tested  in  this  thesis  will  be  discussed.  However,  it 
will  be  helpful  at  this  stage  to  give  an  overview  of  work  done  in  the 
area  of  sex  research. 

It  is  generally  assumed  in  the  literature  that  different  social 

and  cultural  factors  produce  different  sexual  behavior  and  attitudes, 

although  it  is  not  clear  from  the  literature  just  what  these  factors 

5 

are  and  how  they  work.  Systematic  and  reliable  studies  of  premari¬ 
tal  sex  in  the  United  States  are  few  in  number,  although  these  studies 
extend  back  about  eighty  years. ^  Reiss  notes  that  it  is  a  rarity  to 
find  an  unbiased  and  scientific  approach  to  the  study  of  premarital 
sexual  behavior  in  the  mass  of  literature  on  the  subject.'7  According 
to  Ehrmann,  there  have  been  seven  major  studies  which  present  system¬ 
atically  collected  data  on  the  social  determinants  of  sexual  behavior 
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since  World  War  II.  Since  Ehrmann's  review  of  the  literature  in 
1964,  there  has  been  one  major  study  on  the  social  determinants  of 


' 


' 


, 


-3- 


sexual  behavior,  viz ,  Reiss’  study  on  premarital  sexual  permissiveness. 

Alfred  Kinsey  and  his  associates  can  be  credited  with  the  major 
break-through  in  the  study  of  human  sexual  behavior.  Their  studies  on 
the  sexual  behavior  of  "the  human  male"  (1948)  and  "the  female"  (1953) 
helped  to  legitimatize  scientific  research  in  the  area  of  human  sex¬ 
ual  behavior.  History  may  reveal  that  the  publication  of  these  two 
great  works  marks  the  end  of  the  pioneering  period,  x^hich  began  in 

1915  with  Exner,  and  the  beginning  of  a  period  of  scientific  and  system- 

9 

atic  sex  research.  The  size  and  scope  of  the  Kinsey  studies  and  the 
systematic  handling  of  the  data  accord  these  works  special  significance 
in  the  literature  on  human  sexual  behavior.  One  of  the  major  contri¬ 
butions  of  Kinsey  and  associates  was  their  analysis  of  sexual  behavior 
in  terms  of  education  level.  The  amount  of  education,  or  potential 
education,  was  found  to  be  more  closely  related  to  premarital  sex 

10 

experience  than  any  other  social  determinant  that  Kinsey  investigated. 

Winston  Ehrmann's  Premarital  Dating  Eehavior  is  another  major 
work  in  sex  research. ^  This  monograph  presents  extensive  data  on  the 
sexual  behavior  and  attitudes  of  the  respondents  in  his  research  pro¬ 
ject.  He  suggests  some  tentative  generalizations  concerning  the 
effectiveness  of  social  determinants  such  as  church  attendance,  reli¬ 
gion,  social  class,  etc.,  on  the  dating  behavior  and  attitudes  of  his 
respondents  toward  sex. 

The  cross-cultural  studies  of  premarital  sexual  behavior  and 
values  by  Christensen  are  also  of  major  importance  as  these  studies  are 

concerned  with  the  interrelationship  between  sexual  attitudes  and 

12  13  14 

behavior  and  the  social  order.’  Terman  and  Burgess  and  Wallin 

also  present  considerable  data  on  human  sexueil  behavior  and  attitudes. 
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Although  these  studies  have  contributed  much  in  the  way  of  system¬ 
atic  and  reliable  data  on  human  sexual  behavior  and  attitudes,  Ira 
Reiss  has  done  more  to  broaden  the  conceptual  and  empirical  approach 
to  the  study  of  premarital  sex  than  any  other  researcher.  His  approach 
helped  investigators  to  shift  away  from  the  basically  biological  orienta¬ 
tion  of  Kinsey  and  associates  toward  an  increasing  interest  in  the 
development  of  a  sociology  of  premarital  sexual  standards  and  belief sl^ 
Reiss  was  the  first  to  systematically  analyze  the  premarital  sex  stand¬ 
ards  of  the  United  States  utilizing  historical  data  and  research  data 
of  other  investigators.^  The  Social  Context  of  Premarital  Sexual 
Permissiveness  is  unique  in  the  area  of  sex  research  as  it  makes  use 
of  data  obtained  from  the  first  probability  sampling  of  the  population 

of  the  United  States.  It  is  noteworthy  also  because  it  focused  on 

17 

sexual  attitudes  and  not  primarily  reported  behavior.  The  basic 

concern  of  the  research  was  to  discern  some  of  the  basic  correlates 

18 

of  premarital  sexual  permissiveness  in  American  Society.  "The  con¬ 
cept  of  permissiveness...  is...  a  measure  of  the  extent  to  which  the 

individual  will  allow  those  of  his  own  sex  and  of  the  opposite  sex  to 

19 

engage  in  various  types  of  sexual  behaviors."  Thus,  whenever  the 
concept  of  premarital  sexual  permissiveness  is  employed  it  will  refer 
to  a  measure  of  sexual  attitudes  not  reported  behavior.  Drawing  on  the 
research  in  the  field,  Reiss  attempted  to  test  a  wide  variety  of 
hypotheses,'  and  to  propose  a  theory  concerning  the  nature  of  pre¬ 
marital  sexual  permissiveness. 

HYPOTHESES  TO  BE  TESTED 

Reiss  formulated  four  (4)  hypotheses  which  will  be  tested  in  the 


present  study. 
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(1)  The  stronger  the  amount  of  general  liberality  in  a  group, 
the  greater  the  likelihood  that  social  forces  will  maintain 
high  levels  of  sexual  permissiveness.' 

(2)  To  the  extent  that  individual,  ties  to  the  marital  and  family 
institutions  differ,  individuals  will  tend  to  display  a  dif¬ 
ferent  type  of  sensitivity  of  permissiveness  to  social  forces. 

(3)  The  higher  the  general  level  of  permissiveness  in  a  group, 
the  greater  the  extent  of  equalitarianism  within  the  ab¬ 
stinence  and  double-standard  classification.^ 

(4)  There  is  a  general  tendency  for  the  individual  to  perceive 
of  his  parents'  permissiveness  as  a  low  point  on  a  permis¬ 
siveness  continuum  and  his  peers'  permissiveness  as  a  high 
point,  and  to  place  himself  somewhat  closer  to  his  peers, 
particularly  to  those  he  regards  as  his  close  friends. ^3 

Reiss  also  formulated  three  other  hypotheses  which  this  study  will 
not  include  because  the  data  gathered  for  this  thesis  does  not  permit 
an  adequate  test  of  them.  The  reader  may  refer  to  page  14  for  a  clearer 
presentation  of  these  hypotheses  as  they  are  not  self-explanatory  due 
to  their  high  level  of  abstraction. 


RELEVANCE  OF  SEX  RESEARCH  TO  SOCIOLOGY 

Moving  from  a  general  discussion  of  the  major  works  dealing  with 
the  study  of  human  sexual  behavior  and  attitudes,  it  is  most  appropriate 
to  discuss  the  importance  of  sex  research  for  sociology.  Human  sexual 
behavior  has  been  of  interest  to  man  since  the  beginning  of  time  and 
in  all  cultures  man  has  attempted  to  explain  and  understand  its 

p  A 

meaning  and  nature.  However,  as  this  brief  review  of  the  litera¬ 
ture  indicates,  the  existence  of  a  scientific  approach  to  the  investi¬ 
gation  of  premarital  sexual  behavior  and  attitudes  has  been  a  recent 
development.  Obviously  there  are  various  reasons  for  the  lack  of 
sociological  investigations  until  very  recently  into  the  area  of  the 
human  sexual  relationship.  Probably  the  most  crucial  factor  which 
can  account  for  the  limited  concern  with  this  area  has  been  the  fear 
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of  public  reaction.  The  negative  reactions  of  many  Americans  to 

sexual  research  was  vividly  shown  by  a  considerable  number  of  responses 

2  6 

to  the  Kinsey  studies.  However,  it  appears  that  there  is  some  improve¬ 
ment  in  this  situation  due  to  the  recent  general  increase  in  public 

27 

interest  and  demand  for  knowledge  regarding  sex  and  family  life. 

However,  this  is  not  to  say  that  sociological  investigations  into  this 

realm  are  yet  considered  extremely  respectable  since  there  still 

remains  the  conviction  in  the  minds  of  many  people  that  sex  is  not  a 

28 

proper  subject  for  scientific  investigation.  '  Since  this  is  the 

situation  at  present,  an  indication  of  the  rationale  and  importance 

for  sex  research  becomes  a  necessity. 

The  sexual  relationship  involves  a  situation  wherein  those 

involved  must  continually  make  decisions  and  choices  regarding  their 

sexual  attitudes  and  behavior.  From  the  very  early  years  of  life  the 

individual  is  faced  with  the  choice  of  what  to  accept  and  what  to  do 

29 

when  he  is  confronted  with  the  opposite  sex.  "Sexual  relationships 
are  every  where  socially  regulated,  and  thus  this  situation  of  ’constant 

choice’  provides  an  excellent  test  of  internalization  of  norms,  changes 

of  norms,  relation  of  norms  and  behavior,  as  well  as  a  chance  to  measure 

the  relation  of  sociolcultural  factors  such  as  social  class,  religion, 

30 

region,  and  race  to  sexual  attitudes  and  behavior." 

As  Reiss  points  out,  it  is  important  to  understand  sexual  rela¬ 
tionships  because  they  affect  the  basic  fabric  of  our  lives.  Sex  is 
one  of  the  key  motives  or  motivating  forces  in  human  life  and  the 
customs  surrounding  it  relate  to  all  areas  of  life.  Our  conceptions 
of  love,  family,  friendship,  etc.,  are  all  related  directly  or  in¬ 
directly  to  the  role  of  sex  in  our  lives.  What  sexual  relationships 
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offer  the  sociologists,  then,  is  an  opportunity  to  study  and  investi¬ 
gate  a  universal  aspect  of  social  systems,  and  a  way  to  ascertain,  to 

Ol 

a  considerable  extent,  how  the  social  order  is  possible.  "The  fabric 
of  our  social  existence  in  almost  every  institutional  area  is  affected 

by  our  standards  and  behavior  in  the  area  of  sex,  and  thus  it  is  all 

/ 

the  more  amazing  that  so  little  has  been  done  to  investigate  the  human 

32 

sexual  relationship." 


THE  VALUE  OF  REPLICATION  IN  SOCIOLOGY 

It  is  essential  to  the  field  of  sociology  that  replication  of 

research  is  carried  out  as  it  facilitates  the  development  of  confidence 

in  the  research  findings.  As  Hanson  defines  it,  replication  is 

simply  "...the  independent  testing  of  propositions  that  originally 
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were  advanced  by  some  other  investigator."  It  appears  that  Selvin 

has  articulated  the  importance  of  replication  studies  more  extensively 

than  any  other  individual.  According  to  Selvin... 

Replications,  properly  conducted,  may  serve  at  least  two 
functions.  They  may  provide  a  more  valid  'test  of  significance' 
where  the  usual  tests  cannot  be  legitimately  applied,  and  they 
may  lessen  the  seriousness  of  the  'ecological  fallacy',  in 
which  relationships  between  characteristics  of  individuals  are 
wrongly  inferred  from  data  about  groups. 

Such  replication  of  research  will  show  whether  the  underlying  process 
the  social  scientist  had  in  mind  accounted  for  the  relationship  be¬ 
tween  two  sets  of  observed  events,  or  whether  it  was  specific  to  the 

35 

original  study. 

Reiss  also  realizes  the  value  of  replication  for  sociology  as  the 
following  quote  from  the  Social  Context  of  Premarital  Sexual  Permis¬ 


siveness  indicates: 


' 

.  . 


' 

■ 


■ 
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Post-factum  theorizing  is  essential  to  the  growth  of  any 
science,  but  it  is  equally  important  that  it  be  carefully 
tested  and  revised  in  light  of  future  work  and  later  theories. 

The  key  risk  of  such  theorizing  is  of  being  unaware  of  the  need 
for  careful  testing  and  revision  to  see  if  the  plausible  is 
also  empirically  supportable  in  other  direct  tests.  The  theory 
is  developed  for  American  Society.  It  is  an  empirical  question 
whether  it  applies  to  all  courtship  systems. 3° 

This  brief  review  of  portions  of  the  literature  is  indicative  of 
the  value  of  replication  in  sociology  and  the  amount  of  agreement  sur¬ 
rounding  the  question  of  the  value  of  such  scientific  endeavors.  As 
Katz  points  out,  "only  when  we  attain  the  level  of  standardizing  our 


specifications  for  data  can  we  see  the  extent  to  which  reported  find- 
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ings  are  true  generalizations." 


PLAN  OF  THE  THESIS 

In  this  introduction  the  focus  of  the  thesis  has  been  discussed, 
and  it  remains  to  indicate  the  way  in  which  the  results  of  this 
investigation  are  to  be  presented.  The  second  chapter  will  be  con¬ 
cerned  with  the  review  of  the  literature  leading  to  the  development  of 
the  hypotheses  to  be  tested  in  this  thesis.  The  third  chapter  will 
focus  on  the  various  methodological  considerations  and  procedures 
necessary  for  the  research  to  be  conducted  and  made  comprehensible  to 
the  scientific  community.  The  last  two  chapters  will  deal  with  the 
analysis  of  the  data  and  a  presentation  of  the  conclusions  and  im¬ 
plications,  respectively,  resulting  from  the  research  endeavor. 


. 

' 
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■^Lewis  M.  Terman,  Psychological  Factors  in  Marital  Happiness,  New  York: 
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j/ Daniel  Katz,  "Field  Studies,"  in  Leon  Festinger  and  Daniel  Katz,  editors, 
Research  lie t nods  in  the  Behavioral  Sciences,  New  York:  Holt,  Rinehart  and 
Winston,  Inc.,  1953,  pp.  64.  Further  supportive  evidence  for  the  necessity 
of  replication  is  found  in  the  following  quote  from  Katz  on  page  64:  "The 
history  of  social  psychology  illustrates  the  importance  of  the  replication 
of  findings  in  that  many  of  its  initial  results  have  not  been  confirmed  by 
later  investigations."  Most  supportive  is  the  following  passage  from  the 
preface  to  the  second  edition  in  Paul  F.  Lazarsfeld,  Bernard  Berelson,  and 
Hazel  Gaudet,  The  Peopled  Choice,  New  York:  Columbia  University  Press, 
1944,  pp.  viii.  "Until  recently  the  social  sciences  exhibited  an  unfortu¬ 
nate  tendency  to  conduct  a  survey  here  and  an  experiment  there,  and  to  let 
it  go  at  that.  Fn.'D.  candidates,  for  example,  prided  themselves  on  not 
repeating  a  study  'which  had  already  been  done'.  Actually,  the  opposite 
trend  should  prevail.  Results  should  be  checked  and  rechecked  under  both 
identical  and  varying  conditions.  The  complexity  of  social  life  requires 
that  the  same  problems  be  studied  many  times  before  basic  uniformities  can 
be  differentiated  from  transitory  social  occurrences." 
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CHAPTER  2 


REVIEW  OF  THE  LITERATURE 

FOCUS  OF  THE  CHAPTER 

The  focus  of  this  chapter  will  be  on  previous  work  in  the  area  of 
sexual  behavior  and  attitudes,  pertinent  to  the  development  of  the  hypo¬ 
thesis  formulated  by  Reiss  and  which  are  under  investigation  in  this 
thesis.  However,  the  context  of  this  chapter  is  not  solely  concerned 
with  a  review  of  the  previous  work  carried  out  in  advance  to  the  formu¬ 
lation  of  these  hypotheses;  rather  it  will  attempt  to  (1)  integrate  the 
literature  and  (2)  point  out  wherein  this  thesis  goes  somewhat  beyond  a 
replication.  More  specifically,  a  number  of  additional  indices  and  pro¬ 
cedures  are  employed  to  gain  insight  and  supportive  evidence  for  an 
understanding  of  the  relationship  between  sociocultural  factors  and 
premarital  sexual  permissiveness. 

The  author  will  rely  heavily  on  the  cogent  literature  reviews  of 
Reiss1  since  his  work  is  focused  directly  on  the  relevant  literature 
leading  to  the  formulation  of  these  hypotheses.  Also,  W.  E.  Mann's 
study  entitled  "Canadian  Trends  in  Premarital  Behavior"  will  be  drawn 

upon,  as  it  affords  insight  into  the  Canadian  scene  which  is  of  primary 

2 

concern  in  this  research  endeavor. 

ORGANIZATION  OF  THE  CHAPTER 

This  replication  involves  testing  four  major  hypotheses;  therefore, 
the  literature  concerned  with  each  hypothesis  will  be  dealt  with  and 
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presented  in  the  order  that  the  hypotheses  are  presented.  This  method  of 
presentation  affords  the  advantage  of  understanding  how  the  hypotheses 
were  developed  by  Reiss.  It  also  allows  the  author  to  indicate  specifically 

where  the  thesis  goes  beyond  replication  to  concern  itself  with  additional 

3 

considerations  which  may  enhance  the  meaningfulness  of  the  data  at  hand. 

It  is  important  to  indicate  how  the  key  concepts  in  the  hypotheses 
will  be  dealt  with  and  when  they  will  be  presented.  A  review  of  the  lit¬ 
erature  is  meaningless,  for  the  purposes  outlined  thusfar,  if  their 
meaning  is  not  conveyed  more  accurately.  Reiss  formulated  the  hypotheses 
to  be  tested  in  this  thesis  to  cover  the  major  findings  of  his  study  and 

they  subsume  almost  all  the  empirical  generalizations  reported  in  his 

4 

study.  Reiss  also  makes  it  quite  clear  throughout  the  presentation  of 
the  hypotheses  that  they  were  developed  after  the  empirical  findings  had 
been  analyzed.^  Thus,  some  of  the  concepts  will  be  defined  whenever 
necessary  to  make  the  chapter  more  intelligible  to  the  reader.  Chapter 
3  will  contain  a  complete  discussion  of  all  the  necessary  operational 
definitions  of  the  key  concepts. 

HYPOTHESIS  NUMBER  ONE 

The  stronger  the  amount  of  general  liberality  in  a  group, 
the  greater  the  likelihood  that  sociaj  forces  will  maintain 
high  levels  of  sexual  permissiveness. 

This  hypothesis  was  the  result  of  Reiss'  investigation  of  the  rela¬ 
tionship  between social  class  and  premarital  sexual  permissiveness.  He 
attempted  to  test  the  hypothesized  negative  relationship  between  social 
class  and  premarital  sexual  permissiveness  which  Kinsey's  data  strongly 
support.7  As  a  result  of  his  investigation  and  the  lack  of  supportive 
evidence  for  Kinsey's  findings,  Reiss  proposed  the  hypothesis  to  be 
tested  in  this  study. 
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In  order  to  clarify  the  development  of  this  particular  hypothesis, 
Kinsey's  work  relevant  to  premarital  coitus  and  its  relationship  to  the 

g 

class  factor  will  be  summarized.  Then,  the  findings  Reiss  encountered 
which  led  him  to  reformulate  and  re-examine  the  hypothesized  relationship 
and  to  introduce  a  new  hypothesis  will  be  discussed  and  evaluated. 

According  to  Reiss,  "...American  sociologists  have  long  assumed  that 
persons  of  higher  socioeconomic  status  are  relatively  low  in  premarital 
sexual  permissiveness  and  that  persons  of  low  status  are  rather  high  on 
premarital  sexual  permissiveness . Reiss  points  out  that  the  first 
Kinsey  report  provides  considerable  support  for  this  belief. ^  Kinsey's 
data  deal  only  with  the  reported  behavior  of  the  respondents  and  not 
their  attitude  concerning  the  behavior  of  others.  This  point  will  be¬ 
come  clearer  as  Kinsey's  work  is  briefly  presented. 

Kinsey  felt  that  social  levels  are  realities,  and  his  investigations 
into  the  sexual  behavior  of  humans  dealt,  in  part,  with  analyzing  the 
relationship  between  a  groups'  position  on  the  hierarchy  of  social 
levels  such  as  education  and  occupation  and  their  reported  sexual  be¬ 
havior.  ^  Each  social  level  has  its  own  mores  governing  the  behavior 

12 

of  the  members.  For  Kinsey,  then,  every  social  class,  whether  it  was 

measured  in  terms  of  education,  occupation,  etc.,  exhibited  a  relative 

sexual  behavior,  that  is,  relative  to  the  groups  location  within  the 

13 

particular  social  level.  As  an  indicator  of  the  social  class  or  level 

of  a  respondent,  Kinsey  found  that  "...the  educational  level  attained  by 

an  individual  by  the  time  he  terminates  his  schooling  has  proved  to  be  the 

14 

simplest  and  the  best-qualified  means  for  recognizing  social  levels." 

One  of  the  major  findings  reported  by  Kinsey  was  that  "...among  the 
males  who  go  to  college,  about  67  percent  has  coital  experience  before 
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marriage,  among  those  who  go  into  high  school  but  not  beyond,  about  84 

percent  has  such  intercourse;  and  among  the  boys  who  never  go  beyond  grade 

15 

school,  the  accumulative  incidence  figure  is  98  percent."  Wien  investi¬ 
gating  the  relationship  between  social  class  and  the  incidence  of  sexual 
behavior  for  the  females,  Kinsey's  findings  appeared  to  be  contrary  to 
those  for  the  males. ^  "Ultimately  only  30  percent  of  the  grade  school 
group  had  had  premarital  coitus,  in  contrast  to  47  percent  of  the  high 

school  group  and  more  than  60  percent  of  the  girls  who  had  gone  on  into 
..17 


college . 


However,  further  analysis  revealed  that  controlling  for  age 


at  marriage  explained  these  findings,  i.e.,  irrespective  of  educational 

level  at  the  same  percentages  had  pre-marital  coitus  within  a  particular 

1 8 

group  married  at  a  given  age.  Controlling  for  age  at  marriage  for  the 
male  did  not  reduce  the  percentages  for  the  males  and  the  and  the  rela¬ 
tionship  reported  above  between  social  class  and  reported  premarital  sex- 

19 

ual  behavior  held. 


With  these  findings  as  the  basis  for  hypothesizing  a  negative  rela¬ 
tionship  between  social  class  and  reported  premarital  sexual  behavior, 
Reiss  went  on  in  his  study  to  test  the  relationship  between  social  class 
and  premarital  sexual  permissiveness.  Reiss  found... 

No  pronounced  relation  between  social  class  and  premarital  sexual 
permissiveness...  it  was  discovered  that  if  either  the  student  or 
the  adult  sample  was  divided  into  two  groups--one  basically  con¬ 
servative  about  religion,  politics,  and  economics,  and  one  basic¬ 
ally  liberal  on  these  matters--then  the  conservative  group  dis¬ 
played  a  negative  relation  of  social  class  to  permissiveness  and 
the  liberal  group  displayed  a  positive  relation  of  social  class 
to  permissiveness.  It  seemed  that  in  a  liberal  group  there  was 
a  general  tendency  toward  higher  sexual  permissiveggss  and  toward 
a  greater  tolerance  of  high  sexual  permissiveness. 

The  above  quotation  illustrates  briefly  what  Reiss  found  and  in  essence 

21 

what  hypothesis  number  one  of  this  study  states. 
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Reiss  attempts  to  explain  the  differences  between  his  findings  and 

those  of  Kinsey  and  associates  by  offering  various  plausible  explanations 

focused  on  important  factors  which  may  account  for  the  different  findings. 

The  primary  one,  in  terms  of  Reiss’  presentation,  is  that  his  sample  was 

a  probability  sample  and  that  Kinsey's  was  not.  c  However,  the  most 

plausible  explanation,  from  this  writer's  point  of  view  is  "...  that 

Kinsey  studied  sexual  behavior  and  that  the  present  project  (Reisd)  has 

been  concerned  with  sexual  attitudes .  It  is  possible  that  sexual  behavior 

is  related  negatively  to  social  class  while  sexual  attitudes  are  not. 

Upper-class  people  may  behave  less  permissively  than  they  feel  is  proper, 

and  the  lower-class  people  may  behave  more  permissively  than  they 

23 

believe  is  proper." 

An  attempt  will  be  made  to  find  supportive  evidence  for  this  parti- 

24 

cular  explanation  of  the  different  findings.  However,  it  is  important 

to  note  at  this  time  the  particulars  which  have  led  this  author  to  be 

concerned  with  this  specific  explanation  offered  by  Reiss.  It  was  noted 

above  that  Reiss  is  of  the  opinion  that  Kinsey's  data  shows  an  inverse 

relationship  between  social  class  and  sexual  permissivenes . .  This  point 

can  be  argued,  as  in  part  a  misinterpretation  of  Kinsey's  findings  as 

well  as  his  stated  ideas  concerning  the  hypothesized  relationship. 

Firstly,  Kinsey  was  dealing  primarily  with  reported  behavior;  however, 

he  was  aware  of  the  distinction  between  attitudes  and  behavior.'  As 

he  pointed  out,  the  attitudes  of  the  various  social  classes  differ 

2  6 

considerably  toward  involvement  in  petting  activity.  Kinsey  notes 
that  "...  among  males  of  the  college  level,  (petting)  is  more  or  less 
a  substitute  for  actual  intercourse."27  The  following  quotation  clearly 
indicates  Kinsey's  interpretation  of  the  bearing  permissiveness  of  the 


individual  has  on  behavior: 
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Wit  h  the  upper  educational  level,  the  question  of  pre-rnarital 
intercourse  is  largely  one  of  morals .  Some  of  the  younger 
generation  find  it  modern  to  insist  that  they  do  not  avoid 
pre-rnarital  intercourse  because  it  is  wrong,  but  because  they 
consider  intercourse  too  precious  to  have  with  anyone  except 
the  girl  that  they  marry,  or  because  they  consider  that  mar¬ 
riages  work  out  better  when  there  has  been  no  pre-rnarital 
intercourse.  To  this  extent  the  younger  generation  is 
"emancipated";  but  the  change  in  the  form  of  its  rational¬ 
izations  has  not  affected  its  overt  behavior  one  whit 
(Chapter  11)/-° 

From  this  quote,  one  can  justifiably  argue  that  although  some  (in  this 

case,  upper-class)  individuals  may  state  that  it  is  all  right  for  males 

to  engage  in  premarital  coitus,  this  particular  attitude  will  not  effect 

29 

his  overt  behavior.  Reiss  index  of  premarital  sexual  permissiveness 

was  a  Guttman  scale  asking  whether  certain  types  of  behavior  were  per- 

30 

missible  for  males  or  females.  Thus,  one  can  interpret  some  of  Kinsey's 
work,  illustrated  above,  as  anticipating  just  what  Reiss  found.  More 
specifically,  although  males  of  a  particular  class  may  feel  that  inter¬ 
course  is  permissible  for  his  sex  in  general,  his  behavior  is  unchanged 
by  themore  permissive  attitude  for  his  particular  social  class.  What 
Kinsey  might  have  predicted  as  a  trend,  then,  would  be  that  the  upper- 

class  male,  although  getting  more  permissive,  is  not  changing  his 

31 

overt  behavior  accordingly.  Thus,  "upper-class  people  may  behave 

less  permissively  than  they  feel  is  proper,  and  lower-class  people  may 

32 

behave  more  permissively  than  they  believe  is  proper." 

In  summation,  it  is  the  contention  of  this  author  that  Kinsey  would 

have  predicted  that  Reiss  would  find  no  relationship  between  social  class 

and  premarital  sexual  permissiveness.  The  data  to  be  used  in  this 

thesis  should  provide  adequate  information  to  ascertain  which  explana- 

33 

tion  offered  by  Reiss  best  explains  the  different  findings. 
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HYPOTHESIS  NUMBER  TWO 


To  the  extent  that  individual  ties  to  the  marital  and  family 
institutions  differ,  individuals  will  tend  to  display  a  different 
type  of  sensitivity  of  permissiveness  to  social  forces.3^ 

This  hypothesis  is  put  forth  by  Reiss  to  subsume  a  variety  of  find¬ 
ings  into  one  general  proposition.  It  is  quite  obvious  that  this  involves 
creating  hypotheses  which  are  quite  general  in  their  scope  and  application. 
Therefore,  it  is  necessary  to  indicate  relationships  which  Reiss  summar¬ 
ized  in  this  hypothesis  and  to  also  relate  this  hypothesis  to  other 
relevant  research. 

Reiss  investigated  the  relationship  between  (1)  one’s  romantic  love 
conception,  (2)  age  at  which  dating  activities  began,  (3)  exclusiveness 
of  dating,  (4)  the  number  of  steadies,  and  (5)  the  number  of  love  rela¬ 


tionships  and  permissiveness.  His  findings  were  summarized  in  hypothesis 

number  two.  The  following  quotation  reflects  the  thinking  which  went 

behind  the  movement  from  the  data  to  the  hypothesis: 

Since  the  female  courtship  conception  is  more  marriage- oriented 
and  less  free  from  family  influences,  affection  will  be  stressed 
more  and  females  would  be  expected  to  be  more  sensitive  to  af¬ 
fection  as  a  permissiveness- producing  force.  Males  would  be 
expected  to  be  equally  or  more  permissive  when  not  exclusively 
involved  with  affection-related  forces.  This,  basically,  was 
what  was  found  in  the  data.  Romantic  love  was  associated  with 
permissiveness  predominantly  for  females;  age  at  the  time  of  an 
individual's  first  date  was  important  mostly  for  males;  and  ex¬ 
clusive  dating,  steady  dating,  and  love  dating  associated  dif¬ 
ferently  with  permissiveness  for  males  and  females. ^ 

The  major  research  evidence  comparable  to  that  of  Reiss'  is  the 

o  /■  OT 

work  of  Ehrmann  in  the  United  States00  and  Schofield  in  England. 

Ehrmann  concerned  himself,  in  part,  with  the  relationship  between  cer¬ 
tain  dating  characteristics  and  reported  sexual  behavior:  the  relation 

of  frequency  of  dating,  the  number  of  persons  date*}  and  the  effects  of 

38 

going  steady  and  not  going  steady,  on  sexual  behavior.  There  is  con- 
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siderable  similarity  between  these  various  indices  and  those  which  Reiss 

used,  although  Ehrmann  focused  primarily  upon  reported  behavior  and  Reiss 

on  attitudes.  For  example,  it  appears  that  the  frequency  of  dating  is 

related  to  both  the  behavior  and  the  attitudes  surrounding  the  sexual 

behavior.  Reiss  found  that  the  number  of  times  an  individual  had  gone 

steady  was  related  to  the  level  of  permissiveness.  This  he  notes  is 

,  39 

similar  to  Ehrmann  s  findings.  A  close  reading  of  Ehrmann  s  study 

suggests  that  this  conclusion  by  Reiss  is  not  an  accurate  one.  Ehrmann 

states  that  "one  of  the  most  interesting  findings  is  that  there  is  no 

correlation  between  going  steady  or  not  and  attitude  toward  sex  among 

40 

the  males  and  the  females."  Further,  most  of  the  respondents  inter- 

41 

viewed  by  Ehrmann  had,  at  one  time  or  another,  gone  steady.  In  es¬ 
sence,  Reiss'  findings  cannot  be  compared  to  Ehrmann's  with  respect  to 
this  relationship  because  Ehrmann  (1)  did  not  find  any  correlation 
between  going  steady  or  not  going  steady  and  attitude  toward  sex  and 
(2)  did  not  concern  himself  with  the  effect  of  the  number  of  "steadies" 
and  attitude  toward  sex. 

Michael  Schofield's  research  can  also  be  compared  to  Reiss'  and 

Reiss  himself  adequately  compares  the  two  noting  the  difference  between 

Schofield's  focus  on  sexual  behavior  as  related  to  the  age  when  the 

/  2 

individual  began  dating.  Focusing  on  age  at  first  date  specifically 
appears  to  be  related  to  both  sexual  behavior  and  an  individual's  per¬ 
missiveness  level. 

Since  Reiss'  research  was  concerned  primarily  with  permissiveness 
and  its  relation  to  various  social  factors,  it  is  not  surprising  that 
the  literature  does  not  provide  an  abundance  of  material  that  is  com¬ 
parable  to  his  findings.  This  thesis  will  investigate  the  relation- 
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ships  between  the  various  social  factors  and  premarital  sexual  permis¬ 
siveness  which  led  Reiss  to  formulate  hypothesis  number  two. 


HYPOTHESIS  NUMBER  THREE 


the 

and 


the  general  level  of  permissiveness  in  a  group. 


The  higher 

greater  the  extent  of  equalitarianism  within  the  abstinence 
double- standard  classifications . 


In  order  to  relate  this  particular  hypothesis  to  the  literature,  it 
is  necessary  to  indicate  what  is  meant  by  the  abstinence  and  double¬ 
standard  classifications.  The  following  statement  from  Reiss  clearly 
defines  what  these  two  classifications  mean. 

(1)  Abstinence  (premarital  intercourse  is  considered  wrong  for  both 

sexes) 

(a)  Petting  without  affection  (petting  is  acceptable  even  when 
affection  is  negligible) 

(b)  Petting  with  affection  (petting  is  acceptable  only  in  a 
stable,  affectionate  relationship) 

(c)  Kissing  without  affection  (only  kissing  is  acceptable,  but 
no  affection  is  required) 

(d)  Kissing  with  affection  (only  kissing  is  acceptable,  and 
only  in  a  stable,  affectionate  relationship) 

(2)  Double  standard  (males  are  considered  to  have  greater  rights 

to  premarital  intercourse) . 

(a)  Orthodox  (males  may  have  intercourse,  but  females  who  do 
so  are  condemned) 

(b)  Transitional  (males  have  greater  access  to  coitus,  but 
females  who  are  in  love  or  engaged  are  allowed  to  have 
intercourse)^ 

The  way  the  individuals  were  assigned  a  standard  will  be  discussed 
in  the  next  chapter.  Equalitarianism  signifies  that  the  individual  will 
allow  those  of  his  sex  and  those  of  the  opposite  sex  to  engage  in  the 
same  sexual  behaviors  without  making  a  distinction  between  the  sexes. 
Reiss  investigated  the  relationship  between  equalitarianism  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  factors:  (1)  permissiveness,  (2)  age  of  the  respondent,  (3)  reli¬ 
giosity,  (4)  romantic  love  conception  held  by  the  respondent,  and  (5)  the 
dating  background  of  the  respondent.  As  a  result  of  his  investigation 
into  the  relationship  between  these  various  factors  and  equalitarianism, 
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Reiss  found  that: 

. . .  overall  there  is  really  a  smaller  percentage  of  non- 
equalitarians  within  a  low- permissive  group...  when  con¬ 
trolled  for  by  standard,  the  abstinent  group  indicates 
that  the  low  permissives  are  more  likely  to  be  nonequali- 
tarians.  Looking  only  at  those  who  accept  coitus,  the 
1 ov7  permissives  are  more  double  standard,  and  within  the 
double  standard  classification  they  are  more  orthodox. 

Thus,  when  we  compare  1 ow-  and  high- permissiveness  groups... 
and  when  abstinence  and  the  double  standard  are  controlled 
for  (so  that  we  look  only  at  abstinence  adherents  or  at 
double  standard  adherents),  then  the  lower  the  permissiveness 
the  greater  the  nonequal itarianism. 

These  data  are  summarized  into  hypothesis  number  three. 

Various  research  reports  have  touched  upon  standards;  however  they 

appear  to  be  more  of  a  descriptive  nature.  For  example,  Schofield's 

work  indicates  that  English  females  possess  more  double-standards  ad- 

47 

herents  than  their  male  counterparts.  Since  relatively  little  has 
been  done  in  the  way  of  investigating  the  relationship  between  standards 
and  permissiveness  this  replication  study  should  be  valuable  in  checking 
out  the  hypothesized  relationship  which  Reiss'  data  have  indicated. 


HYPOTHESIS  NUMBER  FOUR 

There  is  a  general  tendency  for  the  individual  to  perceive 
of  his  parents'  permissiveness  as  a  low  point  on  a  permissiveness 
continuum  and  his  peers1  permissiveness  as  a  high  point,  and  to 
place  himself  somewhat  closer  to  his  peers,  particularly  to  those 
he  regards  as  his  close  friends. ^ 

This  hypothesis  focused  on  the  influence  of  parents,  peers,  and 
close  friends.  Basically  the  investigation  pointed  out  that  those  who 
saw  themselves  (self-permissiveness)  at  a  particular  level  of  permis¬ 
siveness  tended  to  perceive  of  their  parents'  permissiveness  as  less  than 
their  own  level  and  their  peers'  and  close  friends'  permissiveness  as 
higher  than  their  own  level. 
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According  to  Reiss  there  is  nothing  in  the  literature  to  compare  his 
findings  with,  i.e,,  dealing  sociologically  with  the  period  of  adolescence 
which  is  relevant  to  this  discussion  of  perceived  permissiveness.*^  How¬ 
ever,  since  Reiss  conducted  his  research,  W.  E.  Mann  has  published  a  re¬ 
port  which  partially  focused  upon  the  question  regarding  an  individual’s 
personal  standards  and  their  relation  to  his  view  of  what  is  permissible 
for  friends  and  associates.  Mann  reports  that  "a  significant  number  of 
students  of  both  sexes  seemed  to  be  willing  to  criticize  their  friends 

50 

and  associates  for  sexual  behavior  deemed  permissible  for  themselves." 

This  particular  finding  appears  in  contradiction  to  what  Reiss  found. 

After  further  consideration  it  appears  that  in  one  sense  this  is  not 
a  contradiction  since  Mann  was  asking  what  the  individual  felt  was  ac¬ 
ceptable  for  his  friends  while  Reiss  focused  on  how  the  individual 
perceived  his  friends'  level  of  permissiveness  to  be,  which  is  quite 
another  thing.  Considering  these  findings  concurrently,  it  would  seem 
that  although  the  individual  would  tend  to  rate  his  friends  and  associates 
level  of  permissiveness  as  high  than  his  own,  he  does  not  feel  this 
is  acceptable  behavior  for  them.  However,  further  investigation  would 
be  necessary  to  justify  such  an  interpretation. 

This  replication  will  involve  checking  the  influence  of  parents, 
peers,  and  close  friends  on  an  individual's  premarital  sexual  permis¬ 
siveness.  Since  there  is  little  if  any  comparable  findings  in  the  litera¬ 
ture  the  replication  of  this  aspect  of  Reiss'  study  is  most  desirable. 
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CHAPTER  3 


METHODOLOGY 

The  three  primary  considerations  of  this  chapter  are:  (1)  to  com¬ 
ment  upon  the  sampling  procedures  employed  in  gathering  the  data;  (2) 
to  introduce  the  research  instrument  employed;  (3)  to  discuss  the 
Guttman  Scales  developed  by  Reiss  which  served  as  the  index  for  deter¬ 
mining  the  level  of  permissiveness  held  by  the  respondent. 


POPULATION  AND  SAMPLING  PROCEDURES 

A  20  percent  probability  sample  was  drawn  from  all  full-time  stu¬ 
dents  (3rd  and  4th  year)  enrolled  at  the  University  of  Alberta  in  the 
faculties  of  Arts,  Science,  Engineering,  and  Nursing.  A  20  percent 
probability  sample  was  also  drawn  from  all  full-time  students  at  the 
Northern  Alberta  Institute  of  Technology.^  For  the  purposes  of  Profes¬ 
sor  Hobart's  research  these  two  populations  were  chosen  because  of  their 
accessibility  and  because  of  their  characteristic  differences.  The  Univ¬ 
ersity  of  Alberta  recruits  students  primarily  from  the  middle  class  while 
the  Northern  Alberta  Institute  of  Technology  recruits  students  primarily 
from  the  working  class.  Also  the  programs  offered  are  considerably  dif¬ 
ferent,  with  the  University  of  Alberta  offering  the  traditional  liberal 
arts  and  profession  specializations  while  the  Northern  Alberta  Institute 
of  Technology  offers  programs  focused  on  vocational  training. 

An  opportunity  presented  itself  to  obtain  a  sample. of  students  at 
the  University  of  Waterloo  at  minimum  cost,  through  the  cooperation  of 
Dr.  Karl  Peter,  a  former  student  of  Professor  Hobart.  Accordingly  an 
effort  was  made  to  obtain  100  male  and  100  female  third  and  fourth  year 
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students  at  the  University  of  Waterloo,  randomly  drawn  from  the  facul¬ 
ties  of  Arts,  Science,  Engineering,  Nursing,  Law,  and  Medicine. 

A  total  sample  of  1024  was  drawn  from  these  three  schools.  The 
number  of  contactable  and  eligible  respondents  resulting  from  the  orig¬ 
inal  sample  was  821  or  80,2  percent.  Adequately  complete  returns  were 
received  from  710  respondents  giving  a  rate  of  return  of  86.5  percent. 

At  the  time  of  the  coding  of  the  questionnaires  it  was  found  that  ten  of 
them  were  filled  out  by  subjects  who  should  have  been  ineligible  for  the 
sample.  Thus,  the  number  of  returns  on  which  this  study  is  based  is  700. 

DESIGN  OF  THE  QUESTIONNAIRE 

The  questionnaire  was  approximately  twenty  pages  in  length  and  re¬ 
quired  on  the  average  an  hour  for  completion  by  the  subject.  Since  the 
aims  of  Professor  Hobart's  research  were  much  broader,  much  of  the  re¬ 
sulting  data  has  not  been  utilized  in  this  thesis.  The  question  submit¬ 
ted  for  the  purposes  of  gathering  data  for  this  partial  replication  of 
Reiss'  work  were  taken  from  questionnaires  supplied  by  Reiss  in  his 
research  report. ^ 

ADMINISTRATION  OF  THE  QUESTIONNAIRE 

When  the  student  was  contacted  by  one  of  Hobart's  staff,  he  was 

asked  to  come  to  a  location  on  campus  and  fill  out  a  questionnaire  in 

connection  with  a  study  of  courtship.  He  was  given  a  description  of  the 

nature  of  the  research  and  asked  to  participate.  Due  to  the  nature  of 

the  information  the  project  was  dealing  with,  each  respondent  was  asked 

to  fill  out  the  questionnaire  in  private  and  to  seal  it  in  an  envelope 

3 

to  insure  his  anonymity.  He  was  also  asked  to  cross  his  name  off  a 
list  so  he  would  not  be  contacted  again. 
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FOR  THE  PURPOSES  OF  ANALYSIS, 

STATISTICAL  TESTS  TO  BE  EMPLOYED 

The  type  of  analysis  that  will  be  employed  is  that  of  partial  tables. 

Simply  put,  this  means  that  "controls"  such  as  social  class  will  be  used 

depending  on  the  hypothesis  to  be  tested  and  that  the  resulting  partial 

tables  will  be  compared  to  see  if  the  partial  table  for  one  group 

4 

differs  from  that  of  another. 

Gamma  as  a  measure  of  association  and  chi  square  as  a  test  of 
significance  will  be  the  statistical  tools  employed.  Chi  square,  although 
enabling  the  researcher  to  interrelate  nominal  scales,  is  also  applicable 
to  ordinal  scales;  however,  certain  information  is  lost,  naturally.  The 
choice  for  employing  chi  square  was  based  on  the  fact  that  it  is  a 
well  known  test,  and  because  it  was  utilized  by  Reiss  in  his  research 
it  allows  direct  comparisons.  Gamma  is  a  measure  of  association  applic¬ 
able  to  the  ordinal  level  of  measurement,  and  since  the  Guttman  scales 
of  permissiveness  are  an  ordinal  scale,  it  is  quite  appropriate  as  the 

measure  of  the  strength  of  the  particular  relationship  under  investi- 
5 

gation. 

Prior  to  gathering  the  data,  the  level  of  significance  was  desi¬ 
gnated  at  the  .05  level.  This  is  the  conventional  level  in  sociology 

6 

and  it  appears  this  is  the  level  specified  by  Reiss. 

OPERATIONAL  DEFINITIONS 

The  hypotheses  presented  by  Reiss  and  to  be  tested  in  this  thesis 
are  couched  at  a  very  high  level  of  abstraction  in  order  that  they  sum¬ 
marize  the  data  surrounding  various  sub-hypotheses .  It  is  for  this 
reason  that  certain  concepts  within  these  hypotheses  cannot  be  opera- 
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tionalized  in  the  usual  manner.  In  Chapter  4  the  data  will  be  analyzed 
and  the  various  supportive  or  nonsuppor tive  evidence  presented  pertain¬ 
ing  to  each  hypothesis.  It  is  necessary,  then,  if  any  confusion  exists, 
to  specify  any  operationalization  procedures  as  such.  Consequently,  it 
is  necessary  at  this  stage  to  discuss  the  permissiveness  scales  developed 
by  Reiss  and  employed  in  this  replication  study. 

The  key  focus  of  Reiss'  study  was  on  premarital  sexual  permissive¬ 
ness  as  measured  by  Guttman  scales.  This  dependent  variable  was  then 
related  to  various  sociocultural  variables.  "The  concept  of  permissive¬ 
ness  on  the  male  and  female  scales  is  used  as  a  measure  of  the  extent 

to  which  the  individual  will  allow  those  of  his  own  sex  and  of  the  op- 
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posite  sex  to  engage  in  various  types  of  sexual  behaviors." 

MALE  AND  FEMALE  PREMARITAL  SEXUAL  PERMISSIVENESS  SCALES 

Male  Standards  (both  men  and  women  check  this  section) 

1.  I  believe  that  kissing  is  acceptable  for  the  male  before  marriage 
when  he  is  engaged  to  be  married. 

Agree:  (1)  Strong,  (2)  Medium,  (3)  Slight 

Disagree:  (1)  Strong,  (2)  Medium,  (3)  Slight 

2..  I  believe  that  kissing  is  acceptable  for  the  male  before  marriage 
when  he  is  in  love. 

(The  same  six-way  choice  found  in  Statement  1,  follows  every  statement) 

3.  I  believe  that  kissing  is  acceptable  for  the  male  before  marriage 
when  he  feels  strong  affection  for  his  partner. 

4.  I  believe  that  kissing  is  acceptable  for  the  male  before  marriage 
even  if  he  does  not  feel  particularly  affectionate  toward  his  partner. 

5.  I  believe  that  petting  is  acceptable  for  the  male  before  marriage 
when  he  is  engaged  to  be  married. 

6.  I  believe  that  petting  is  acceptable  for  the  male  before  marriage 
when  he  is  in  love. 

7.  I  believe  that  petting  is  acceptable  for  the  male  before  marriage 
when  he  feels  strong  affection  for  his  partner. 
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8.  I  believe  that  petting  is  acceptable  for  the  male  before  marriage 
even  if  he  does  not  feel  particularly  affectionate  toward  his  partner. 

9.  I  believe  that  full  sexual  relations  are  acceptable  for  the  male 
before  marriage  when  he  is  engaged  to  be  married. 

10.  I  believe  that  full  sexual  relations  are  acceptable  for  the  male 
before  marriage  when  he  is  in  love. 

11.  I  believe  that  full  sexual  relations  are  acceptable  for  the  male 
before  marriage  when  he  feels  strong  affection  for  his  partner. 

12.  I  believe  that  full  sexual  relations  are  acceptable  for  the  male 
before  marriage  even  if  he  does  not  feel  particularly  affectionate 
toward  his  partner. 

Female  Standards  (both  men  and  women  check  this  section) 

(The  same  twelve  items  occur  here  except  that  the  female  is  the  referrent) 
Leaving  out  items  4  and  8  (highly  mobile  items),  "the  scale  order 
(rank  order)  of  items  in  both  the  male  and  female  scales  is  virtually 
identical  in  all  adult  and  student  groups...  the  universal  order  is  1, 

2,  3,  4,  5,  6,  7,  8,  9,  10,  11,  12. Thus,  Reiss  found  the  items 
ordered  in  the  same  way,  with  minor  exceptions.  Items  4  and  8  "have 
empirical  value  in  that  they  allow  us  a  basis  for  judging  the  level  of 
permissiveness  of  the  group  being  measured."  Item  4  is  acceptance 
of  .kissing  with  no  affection,  and  item  8  is  petting  without  affection. 

The  more  permissivesa  group  possess  the  more  these  items  will  be  ac¬ 
cepted  and  the  earlier  they  will  be  ranked. 

For  Hobart's  sample  a  scalogram  analysis  resulted  in  the  following 

ranking: 

Male  Termissiveness  Scale  -2,  3,  1,  5,  6,  4,  7,  9,  10,  8,  11,  12 
Female  Termissiveness  Scale  -2,  1,  3,  5,  6,  4,  7,  9,  10,  11,  3,  12 
These  scales  were  the  result  of  all  respondents  reacting  to  the  statements 
concerning  both  the  male  and  the  remale.  Comparing  these  rankings  with 
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Reiss'  results,  the  first  three  items  are  not  in  the  same  order;  however 
this  is  not  significant  as  these  three  items  are  so  close  to  one  another 
that  they  should  be  treated  as  one,  according  to  Reiss. ^  Focusing  on 
items  4  and  8,  it  is  clear  that  this  group  or  sample  would  not  be  re¬ 
garded  as  highly  permissive  by  Reiss,  but  that  the  males  are  slightly 
more  permissive  than  the  females  which  is  not  at  all  unexpected. 

For  the  purpose  of  analysis  the  respondents  have  been  divided  into 
low-  and  high-permissiveness  groups.  This  has  been  achieved  by  classi¬ 
fying  respondents  who  accept  kissing  and/or  petting  but  not  coitus  as  l°w 

on  permissiveness  while  those  who  also  accept  coitus  are  classified 

12 

as  being  high  on  premarital  sexual  permissiveness.  Utilizing  this 
cutting  point  divided  the  male  group  into  55  percent  being  low  on  per¬ 
missiveness  and  45  percent  being  classified  as  highly  permissive.  The 
comparable  data  from  Reiss’  white  sample  are  38  percent  and  62  percent 
respectively.  With  respect  to  the  female  group,  Hobart’s  respondents 
were  divided  into  68  percent  in  the  low  permissive  group  and  32  percent 
in  the  high  permissive  group  using  the  same  criteria  for  dichotomizing 
the  respondents  on  the  variable  of  permissiveness.  In  Reiss’  white 
female  sample  73  percent  were  classified  as  low  on  permissiveness  while 
26  percent  were  classified  as  highly  permissive.  Thus,  although  the 
females  in  both  samples  are  predominantly  low  on  permissiveness,  the 
males  in  Reiss'  sample  are  more  permissive  than  the  males  in  Hobart's 
sample . 

Using  the  Goodenough  Technique  Program,  the  following  results  were 

obtained  from  tests  run  to  check  the  scalability  of  the  items  for  our 
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study  population. 
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Permissiveness  Scale  for: 


Male 


Female 


(a)  Coefficient  of  reproducibility  =  0.9343 

(b)  Minimum  marginal  reproducibility  =  0.7888 

(c)  Percent  improvement  =  0.1455 

(d)  Coefficient  of  scalability  =  0.6890 


=  0.9378 

=  0.7939 

=  0.1439 

=  0.6981 


Both  scales  meet  all  the  minimum  standards  of  a  Guttman  Scale.  The  co¬ 


efficient  of  reproducibility,  "is  supposed  to  indicate  the  percent  ac¬ 
curacy  with  which  responses  to  the  various  statements  can  be  reproduced 
from  the  total  scores."^  Guttman* s  minimum  standard  is  .90,  xtfhich  as 


the  above  data  indicates  has  been  satisfied  by  the  scales  of  permissive¬ 
ness  . 


The  minimum  marginal  reproducibility  is  similar  to  the  coefficient 
of  scalability  devised  by  Edwards. "This  measure  simply  takes  the 
modal  response  for  each  scale  item  and  divides  it  by  the  number  of 
items,  to  obtain  a  reproducibility  level  that  could  be  operated  on  just 
with  knowledge  of  the  extremeness  of  the  item  modes. The  percent 
improvement  is  just  the  difference  between  the  coefficient  of  reproduci¬ 
bility  and  the  minimum  marginal  reproducibility. 

The  coefficient  of  scalability  briefly  refers  to  the  proportion  of 
indeterminateness  which  is  removed  by  the  scale  in  use.  It  was  devel¬ 
oped  by  Herbert  Menzel,  and  he  suggests  it  should  be  about  .65.^  Thus, 
Reiss*  premarital  sexual  permissiveness  scales  have  met  the  standards  of 
Guttman  scaling  procedures,  in  Hobart's  study,  and  the  key  dependent 
variable  of  this  replication  study  can  be  used  to  dichotomize  the 
sample  into  high  and  low  permissiveness  groups. 

Reiss  also  developed  a  Guttman  scale  to  measure  romantic  love 
18 

conceptions.  Since  this  scale  was  related  to  the  testing  of  some  of 
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the  relationships  surrounding  the  proposition  dealing  with  dating  charac¬ 
teristics  and  premarital  sexual  permissiveness,  it  was  also  incorporated 
into  the  research  questionnaire.  However,  it  did  not  satisfy  the  minimum 
standards  necessary  for  it  to  qualify  as  a  Guttman  scale.  The  data 
yielded  a  coefficient  of  reproducibility  of  0.8323,  a  coefficient  of 
scalability  of  0.  3492  and  a  minimum  marginal  reproducibility  of  0.7432. 
If  one  of  the  eight  items  comprising  the  scale  were  dropped,  it  would 
most  probably  satisfy  the  criteria  for  a  Guttman  scale;  however,  since 
Reiss  had  already  ruled  out  certain  items  prior  to  this  testing  and  be¬ 
cause  of  the  researcher's  responsibility  in  using  the  Guttman  technique, 
the  scale  was  not  employed  in  the  analysis  of  the  relationship  between 
certain  dating  characteristics  and  premarital  sexual  permissiveness. 

RELIABILITY  AND  VALIDITY  OF  THE  GUTTMAN  SCALES 

The  fact  that  the  two  permissiveness  scales  met  the  standards  of  a 

Guttman  scale  on  Hobart's  sample  is  a  good  indicator  of  the  reliability 

of  the  scale.  This  in  conjunction  with  Reiss'  previous  development  of 

the  scales,  and  checks  on  his  five  samples  gives  sufficient  support  for 

1  19 

the  contention  that  the  scales  are  reliable. 

The  fact  that  none  of  theitems  comprising  the  two  permissiveness 
scales  were  dropped  when  they  were  developed  supports  the  contention 
that  Reiss'  conception  of  the  dimension  being  measured  can  be  relied  on 
as  a  check  against  psuedo  Guttman  scales.  The  results  of  the  tests  for 
a  Guttman  scale  are  suggestive  of  the  validity  of  the  scale.  In  the 
case  of  the  general  validity  of  the  instrument,  an  attempt  was  made  to 
put  the  respondent  in  a  situation  which  would  facilitate  accurate  an¬ 
swers  to  the  questions.  In  the  protest  the  respondents  were  asked 


. 


IF 

, 

. 

, 

' 


■ 

. 

■ 

— 


-34- 


whet  her  they  thought  this  questionnaire  would  get  at  truthful  responses, 
and  any  reasoning  behind  non  affirmative  response  was  incorporated  into 
our  procedures  to  deal  with  the  problem  of  getting  at  the  "real”  attitude. 

GENERAL  SAMPLE  CHARACTERISTICS 

The  combined  sample  size  for  the  three  institutions  is  N  =  700.  The 
sample  consisted  of  48.1  percent  males  and  51.9  percent  females  with  the 
median  age  of  21  to  22  years  comprising  approximately  25  percent  of  both 
the  males  and  the  females  (50  percent  of  the  sample).  With  respect  to  the 
rest  of  the  sample,  it  was  noted  that  the  males  were  generally  an  older 
group  than  the  females  as  15.9  percent  (male)  of  the  sample  were  in  the 
age  group  23-25,  while  21.1  percent  (female)  of  the  sample  were  in  the 
age  group  of  20  and  under. 

Of  the  total  sample,  368  or  52.6  percent  were  born  in  the  province 
of  Alberta,  with  the  other  major  area  being  Ontario  with  161  or  23  percent 
of  the  total  sample  being  born  there.  Within  the  total  sample,  43.6  per¬ 
cent  were  from  the  University  of  Alberta,  29  percent  were  from  the 
Northern  Alberta  Institute  of  Technology  and  27.4  percent  were  from 
Waterloo . 

The  following  is  a  breakdown  in  numbers  and  percentages  of  the 
income  of  the  parents  of  the  respondent: 

No  answer ,  did  not  know  =  22  (3.17o) 


Under  $2,500 
$2,501-$4,000 
$4 ,001-$5 ,000 
$5 ,001-$6  ,000 
$6,001-$7,500 
$7 , 501-$9 ,000 
$9 ,001-$11,000 


$  11 ,001-$ 15 ,000 
$15, 001 -and  over 


=  32  (4.6%) 

=  53  (7.6%) 

=  56  (8.0%) 

=  88  (12.6%) 

=  127  (13.1%) 
=  90  (12.9%) 

=  85  (12.1%) 

=  87  (14.4%) 

=  60  (8.6%) 
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In  conjunction  with  income  level  are  the  following  levels  of 


occupational  ranking: 

No  answer,  did  not  know 
Higher  executives,  professionals 
Lower  executives,  professionals 
Small  businessmen 
White  collar 

Skilled  manual  employees 
Semi-skilled  employees 
Unskilled  employees 
Farmers 

From  the  frequency  distributions  of  the 


=  17  (2.4%) 

=  62  (3.9%) 

=  98  (14.0%) 

=  133  (19.7%) 

=  83  (11.9%) 

=  114  (16.3%) 

=  52  (7.4%) 

=  21  (3.0%) 

=  115  (16.4%) 

parents’  income,  and  occupational 


ranking  it  is  obvious  that  the  sample  is  slightly  biased  in  the  direction 


of  the  middle  and  upper-middle  class. 

The  questionnaire's  design  and  administration  have  been  discussed  as 


well  as  the  premarital  sexual  permissiveness  scales.  Having  introduced 
the  data  gathering  procedures  and  instrument,  the  next  step  is  to  pre¬ 
sent  the  resulting  data. 
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FCOT NOTES 

lEvery  nth  person  was  selected  from  the  total  population  at  each  insti¬ 
tution  depending  on  the  number  of  respondents  necessary  to  achieve  a 
20  percent  probability  sample.  At  the  University  of  Alberta  and  the 
University  of  Waterloo,  only  the  students  attending  full-time  and  in 
their  third  or  fourth  years  were  utilized  in  drawing  the  sample.  At 
the  Northern  Alberta  Institute  of  Technology  only  a  two  year  program 
was  offered.  Thus  it  was  unnecessary  to  make  this  distinction.  The 
reason  for  the  selection  of  the  older  students  for  the  sample  group 
was  due  to  the  nature  of  Professor  Hobart's  research  and  certain  fac¬ 
tors  which  necessitated  a  slightly  older  group  than  the  total  univer¬ 
sity  population.  Aside  from  that  fact, the  purpose  of  the  replication 
study  of  Reiss'  research  would  not  require  such  a  distinction,  although 
it  is  felt  that  such  a  selection  does  not  in  any  way  affect  the  outcome 
of  the  replication. 

p 

The  entire  questionnaire  is  included  in  the  appendix. 


because  of  the  nature  of  the  project  and  the  information  asked  of  the 
respondent,  the  questionnaire  method  was  termed  the  most  adequate  for 
the  survey.  For  the  various  advantages  of  the  questionnaire  approach 
see  Claire  Selltiz,  Marie  Jahcda,  Morton  Deutch,  and  Stuart  Cook, 

Research  Methods  in  Social  Relations,  New  York:  Holt,  Rinehart,  and 
Winston,  Inc.,  1959,  pp.  238-241. 

^ Ir a  L .  Reiss,  The  Social  Context  of  Premarital  Sexual  Permissiveness , 

New  York:  Holt,  Rinehart  and  Winston ,  Inc.,  1967,  pp.  39. 

^For  a  discussion  of  the  use  of  chi  square,  see  Hubert  M.  Blalock,  Social 
Statistics ,  New  York:  McGraw-Hill  Book  Company,  Inc.,  1960  pp.  212-221. 
See  also  Linton  C.  Freeman,  Elementary  Applied  Statistics,  New  York:  John 
Wiley  and  Sons,  Inc.,  1965,  pp.  79-83,  for  a  short  introduction  to  gamma 
as  a  measure  of  association. 

6Reiss  does  not  definitely  state  that  this  is  the  level;  however,  it  can 
be  assumed  that  this  is  the  level  from  the  presentation  of  the  data. 

^Reiss,  lb id . ,  pp.  92. 

8 Ibid ,  pp.  21-22.  According  to  Reiss,  the  order  of  the  items  on  the 
questionnaire  itself  does  not  affect  the  results  to  any  significant 
degree . 

^ Ibid . ,  pp.  35. 

10 Ibid. 

^Ibid .  ,  pp.  28. 
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For  a  more  detailed  discussion  of  the  use  of  Reiss'  premarital  sexual 
permissiveness  scale  see  Ibid ,  pp.  231-233. 
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This  program  refers  to  the  computer  program  available  for  the  University 
of  Alberta  Computer. 
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Allen  L.  Edwards,  Techniques  of  Attitude  Scale  Construction,  New  York: 
Appleton-Century-Crof ts ,  Inc.,  1957,  p.  183.  However,  the  coefficient 
of  reproducibility"...  represents  a  spurious  degree  of  accuracy  because 
we  have  followed  Guttman's  rule  for  'minimizing  error'  in  locating  cut¬ 
ting  points."  p.  184.  Therefore,  the  various  other  tests  mentioned 
are  necessary  for  evaluating  whether  you  have  a  "good"  Guttman  scale  or 
not.  Edwards  presents  the  most  relevant  discussion  of  the  Goodenough 
technique  employed  in  the  program  for  the  analysis  of  the  data  per¬ 
taining  to  the  scales. 


^~*Ibid .  ,  pp.  191-193.  See  also  Reiss,  oj3.  cit .  ,  pp.  221-222. 

"^Reiss,  Ibid .  ,  p.  222. 

17 

Herbert  Menzel,  "A  New  Coefficient  for  Scalogram  Analysis,"  Public 
Opinion  Quarterly,  17  (Summer,  1953),  pp.  268-280.  Although  Menzel 
defines  two  coefficients  of  scalability,  the  program  used  for  this 
thesis  computed  only  the  coefficient  of  scalability  of  the  items. 

Reiss,  oj3.  ci  t .  ,  p.  77. 

19 

Reiss'  discussion  of  reliability  and  validity  found  in  Ibid . ,  pp . 
220-230.  The  information  in  this  section  of  the  thesis  referring  to 
Reiss'  work  surrounding  this  topic  is  taken  from  this  part  of  his  book. 
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CHAPTER  4 


PRESENTATION  OF  THE  RESEARCH  FINDINGS 

The  data  will  be  presented  in  a  fashion  resembling  the  organization 
of  Reiss'  materials  in  The  Social  Context  of  Premarital  Sexual  Permis¬ 
siveness.  Unfolding  the  data  in  this  way  facilitates  an  easier  com¬ 
parison  of  the  findings  of  each  work.  Any  additional  undertakings  be¬ 
yond  the  scope  of  replication  which  were  introduced  in  Chapter  2,  will 
be  presented  in  the  appropriate  context. 


HYPOTHESIS  NUMBER  ONE 

The  stronger  the  amount  of  general  liberality  in  a  group, 
the  greater  the  likelihood  that  social  forces  will  maintain  high 
levels  of  sexual  permissiveness . ^ 

It  was  noted  in  Chapter  2  that  Reiss  originally  looked  at  the  relation¬ 
ship  between  social  class  and  premarital  sexual  permissiveness.  It  was 
the  contention  of  this  author  that  an  accurate  interpretation  of  Kinsey's 
research  would  enable  one  to  predict  that  there  would  be  no  relationship 
between  these  two  variables.  It  is  suggested  that  Kinsey's  study  pre¬ 
dicts  that  sexual  behavior  is  inversely  related  to  social  class  while 
sexual  attitudes  (permissiveness)  are  not.  It  should  be  remembered  that 
Kinsey  was  referring  to  the  social  class  of  the  individual,  not  of  his 
parents.  Due  to  the  fact  that  our  sample  was  drawn  from  a  university 
population,  the  class  level  of  the  individuals  (not  of  their  parents)  is 
basically  the  same,  especially  with  respect  to  the  educational  and 
occupational  indices  of  social  class. 
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Bo  th  Kinsey  and  Reiss  found  no  relationship  between  fathers’  occu¬ 
pation  (as  an  index  of  social  class)  and  sexual  behaviour.  Reiss  also 
found  no  relationship  between  social  class  and  premarital  sexual  per¬ 
missiveness  using  a  variety  of  indicators  for  social  class.  In  this 
replication  both  fathers’  occupation  and  educational  attainment  were 
used  as  indices  of  social  class  and  were  cross  tabulated  with  the 
reported  sexual  behavior  and  sexual  permissiveness  of  the  respondents  in 
the  sample.  The  resulting  data  are  presented  in  Tables  4.1,  4.2,  4.3, 
and  4.4.  Tables  4.1  and  4.2  indicate  no  relationship  between  these  in¬ 
dices  of  social  class  and  sexual  behavior.  This  finding  is  not  at  all 
surprising  as  both  Reiss  and  Kinsey  found  no  relationship  between 
fathers'  social  class  and  the  individuals'  reported  sexual  behavior. 
Since  the  student  sample  in  Hobart’s  study  consisted  of  3rd  and  4th  year 
students  primarily  it  should  be  expected  that  their  peer  group  associa¬ 
tions  should  have  a  greater  influence  on  their  behavior  and  attitudes. 

In  essence,  Hobart's  sample  consisted  of  individuals  with  the  same  educa 
tional  and  occupational  ranking,  and  according  to  Kinsey  this  is  the 
crucial  factor  not  the  social  class  of  the  parents.  Since  the  students 
in  our  sample  are  beginning  to  establish  their  own  position  and  ranking 
with  respect  to  social  class  we  would  expect  their  parental  situation  to 
have  less  and  less  effect  as  they  establish  their  own  social  class  level 
Tables  4.3  and  4.4  present  the  data  with  respect  to  the  relation¬ 
ship  between  the  occupation  and  educational  attainment  of  the  respon¬ 
dents'  father  and  premarital  sexual  permissiveness.  As  the  tables  indi¬ 
cate,  there  is  a  slight  relationship  between  both  these  indices  of 
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social  class  and  premarital  sexual  permissiveness  which  is  statistically 
significant  at  the  .05  level,  but  only  for  the  males  in  the  sample.  It 
seems  that  the  social  class  of  the  father  has  some  effect  on  the  level 
of  premarital  sexual  permissiveness  of  the  male.  That  is  the  higher  the 
level  of  educational  attainment  of  the  father  the  greater  the  likelihood 
the  individual  (male)  will  be  highly  permissive.  However,  it  should  be 
noted  that  the  gammas  are  weak  and  do  not  suggest  a  strong  association. 
Although  this  data  has  suggested  some  modest  support  between  the  social 
class  of  the  parents  and  the  male  respondents '  level  of  permissiveness 
which  Reiss  did  not  find,  we  should  be  cautious  of  such  an  interpreta¬ 
tion  because  of  the  small  gammas. 


TABLE  4.1 


Respondents’  Fathers'  Schooling  and  Sexual  Intercourse 


Schooling 


Percent  having  intercourse 


Elementary 
Some  high  school 
High  school  graduate 
Some  college 


50.0  (252) 

44.6  (195) 

55.7  (106) 

53.0  (132) 


x2  =  4.103 
NS 

G  =  .05 
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TABLE  4.2 

Occupation  of  Respondents’  Father  and  Sexual  Intercourse 


Class 


Percent  having  Intercourse 


Lower 

50. 0a 

(184) 

Middle 

46.8 

(331) 

Upper 

55.3 

(159) 

2 

x  h= 

3.126 

es  = 

.06 

In  this  and  all  following  tables  the  number  in  parentheses  is  the  base 
for  the  percentage, 
b  2 

NS  means  not  significant,  x  is  the  raw  chi  square  value  and  G  is  the 
gamma  value. 


TABLE  4.3 

Respondents’  Fathers'  Schooling  and  Permissiveness  in  Total  Group 

Controlling  for  Sex 


Schooling 

Female 

Male 

Elementary  or  less 

37.8  (119) 

61.9 

(126) 

Some  high  school 

43.5  (108) 

61.4 

(88) 

High  school  graduate 

41.9  (43) 

75.0 

(60) 

Some  college 

53.9  (76) 

79.2 

(53) 

x2  =  4.980 

2 

x  = 

8.072 

NS 

P  = 

.044556 

G  =  .17 

G  = 

.23 

aThe  permissiveness  of  each  sex  is  measured  by  their  response  to  the 
scale  of  their  sex;  that  is,  female  permissiveness  is  measured  by  female 
response  to  the  female  scale,  and  male  permissiveness  by  male  response 
to  the  male  scale. 
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TABLE  4.4 

Occupation  of  Respondents'  Fathers'  and  Permissiveness 

Controlling  for  Sex 


Class 

Female 

Male 

Lower 

38.9  (90) 

69.6  (92) 

Middle 

43.9  (164) 

61.2  (160) 

Upper 

50.6  (85) 

79.2  (72) 

X2  =  2.441 

X2  =  7.505 

NS 

P  =  .023460 

G  =  .14 

G  =  .10 

Because  of  Reiss'  concern  over  the  inability  to  clarify  the  relation¬ 
ship  between  social  class  and  permissiveness,  he  employed  a  religious 
control  which  led  to  the  speculation: 

....that  in  a  generally  'liberal'  setting  (such  as  low  church- 
attendance  may  indicate)  the  relation  of  social  class  to  sexual 
permissiveness  may  well  be  fundamentally  different  than  it  would 
be  in  a  generally  'conservative'  setting  (such  as  high  church- 
attendance  may  indicate).  'Conservative'  and  'liberal'  are  not 
used  here  in  terms  of  sex  attitudes  but  in  terms  of  a  general 
style  of  life;  that  is,  a  liberal  would  favor  change  rather  than 
tradition, ....  A  conservative  would  be  more  likely  to  support 
the  traditional  social  order.... ^ 

Since  this  notion  was  not  developed  prior  to  the  data  gathering,  Reiss 
employed  indirect  indices  of  liberalism  and  conservatism.  Since  they 
were  indirect  measures,  they  were  not  expected  to  show  strong  tendencies 
in  the  predicted  direction.  Thus,  Reiss  utilized  the  sign  test  to  dis¬ 
cern  how  many  of  the  characteristics  were  in  the  predicted  direction. 

What  Reiss  found  was  a  positive  relationship  between  social  class  and 
permissiveness  in  a  liberal  setting  and  a  negative  relationship  between 
these  two  variables  in  a  conservative  setting. 
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A  major  shortcoming  of  this  replication  is  the  inability  to  control 
for  the  type  of  setting  and  check  the  relationship  between  social  class 
and  premarital  sexual  permissiveness.  The  primary  reason  for  this  is 
that  neither  the  time  nor  the  finances  permitted  this  author  to  control 
for  all  the  variables  suggestive  of  a  particular  type  of  setting  and  to 
then  check  the  relationship  between  social  class  and  premarital  sexual 
permissiveness.  Even  if  this  had  been  possible  it  is  doubtful  if  any 
meaningful  data  would  have  been  generated.  The  only  way  to  divide  our 
sample  with  respect  to  any  indices  of  social  class  would  have  been  with 
respect  to  the  social  class  of  the  parents.  It  is  questionable  whether 
any  relationship  would  have  been  found  because  as  already  mentioned, 
neither  Kinsey  nor  Reiss  found  parental  social  class  to  be  of  much  value 
in  predicting  the  premarital  sexual  behavior  or  attitudes  of  the  respondents 
as  a  collectivity. 

What  was  checked  in  this  replication  was  the  relationship  between 
type  of  setting  and  premarital  sexual  permissiveness.  The  sign  test 
was  employed  as  it  would  be  expected  that  these  relationships  would  be 
weak.  The  following  are  the  predicted  relationships  which  were  checked 
out  with  our  data  (See  Table  4.5).  Of  the  thirteen  predictions,  all 
were  in  the  predicted  direction  having  analyzed  the  data  by  the  use  of 
the  sign  test.  In  essence,  what  has  been  confirmed  or  verified  is  the 
relationship  between  liberalism  and  a  high  level  of  sexual  permissive¬ 
ness  and  conservatism  and  a  low  level  of  permissiveness . 
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TABLE  4.5 

Type  of  Setting  and  Permissiveness 


Characteristic _ Direction  of  Observed  Relationship  in  Sample 


Liberal  Setting:  Positive  Relationship  Predicted 


No  religious  affiliation  + 
Lives  in  town  of  100,000  or  more  + 
Low  church-attendance  + 
Low  on  romantic-love  beliefs  + 
In  love  twice  or  more  + 
Believes  his  standard  does  not  apply  to  others  + 
Believes  sex  is  not  dirty  or  nasty  + 


Conservative  Setting:  Negative  Relationship  Predicted 
Religious  affiliation 

Lives  in  town  of  10,000  or  less  - 

High  church-attendance  - 

High  on  romantic-love  beliefs 

Believes  his  standard  applies  to  others 

Believes  sex  is  dirty  and  nasty 


HYPOTHESIS  NUMBER  TWO 

To  the  extent  that  individual  ties  to  the  marital  and  family 
institutions  differ,  individuals  will  tend  to  display  a  different 
type  of  sensitivity  of  permissiveness  to  social  forces. ^ 

This  hypothesis,  as  already  noted  in  Chapter  2,  subsumes  a  variety  of 
findings  into  one  general  proposition.  Thus,  Reiss  checked  the  rela¬ 
tionship  between  the  dependent  variable,  premarital  sexual  permissive¬ 
ness  and  various  independent  variables  indicative  of  the  types  of  ties 
the  respondent  would  have  to  the  family  institutions.  All  of  these 
relationships  will  be  presented  which  led  Reiss  to  formulate  this  sum¬ 


marizing  proposition. 
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Romantic  Love  Conceptions  and  Premarital  Sexual  Permi s s i vene s s 

Reiss  utilized  a  Guttman  scale  measuring  the  level  of  the  respon¬ 
dents'  romantic  love  notions  or  conceptions  to  dichotomize  his  samples 
into  high  or  low  categories  in  terms  of  romantic  love.  It  has  already 
been  reported  that  this  scale  failed  to  meet  the  requirements  of  a 
"true"  Guttman  scale  in  our  sample  of  universities.  Reiss  found  the 
following  which  we  were  unable  to  verify: 

The  popular  notion  that  romantic  love  encourages  sexual  intimacies 
seems  true  largely  for  those  who  are  high  church-attenders .  It 
may  be  that  the  parents  of  these  youngsters — high  church-attenders 
themselves — are  more  likely  to  become  disturbed  by  this  and  to 
verbalize  their  feelings,  thereby  establishing  the  myth  that  roman¬ 
tic  love  has  such  permissive  effects  in  general. ^ 

Again  the  religious  factor  is  apparent.  However,  due  to  the  inability 
of  the  data  to  satisfy  the  criteria  of  a  Guttman  scale,  it  was  impossible 
to  deal  with  this  aspect  of  hypothesis  number  two.^  It  can  be  noted, 
however,  that  Hobart  did  a  multiple  regression  analysis  of  the  various 
independent  variables  and  found  that  religiousity  was  second  in  terms  of 
having  considerable  explanatory  value  for  the  dependent  variable  of  pre¬ 
marital  sexual  permissiveness . ^ 


Age  At  Which  Dating  Began  and  Permissiveness 

The  major  interest  was  to  test  the  notion  that  the  earlier  an 
individual  starts  to  date  the  more  likely  he  is  to  be  highly  sexually 
permissive.  The  following  results  were  obtained  (See  Table  4.6').  These 


results  indicate  a  possible  curvilinear  relationship  between  age  at 
first  date  and  permissiveness  for  females,  but  not  for  males,  with  the 
findings  being  statistically  significant  at  tne  .05  level  j.or  the  males 
but  not  the  females.  The  findings  are  similar  to  Reiss  except  that  his 
results  were  significant  for  the  females  also.  Also,  the  relationsmp 
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for  the  males  is  much  stronger  in  our  sample  than  was  the  ease  in  Reiss' 

9 

with  a  difference  of  .29  between  the  negative  gammas.  Overall,  it 
appears  that  there  is  support  of  the  existence  of  some  pattern  for  the 
males,  whereas  the  results  of  the  female  group  are  too  weak  to  rely  on. 
This  is  similar  to  the  findings  and  conclusions  Ira  Reiss  reported. 
However,  with  respect  to  the  question  of  curvilinearity  it  should  be 
kept  in  mind  that  the  percentage  differences  may  not  be  great  enough  to 
warrant  such  an  interpretation  of  curvilinearity.  This  will  be  dealt 
with  in  more  detail  in  the  final  chapter. 


TABLE  4.6 

Age  at  First  Date  and  Permissiveness  Controlling  for  Sex 
(Percentage  Highly  Permissive) 


Age  at  First  Date 

Female 

Male 

Thirteen  or  less 

45.2  (62) 

80.0 

(55) 

Fourteen  to  fifteen 

48.1  (135) 

76.1 

(113) 

Sixteen 

43.5  (92) 

65.0 

(80) 

Seventeen  or  more 

33.9  (59) 

46.2 

(80) 

X2  =  3.431 

x2  = 

24.072 

NS 

p  = 

.000024 

G  =  -.12 

G  - 

-.41 

Exclusiveness  of  Dating 

and  Permissiveness 

The  hypothesis  was  that  the  female  students  would  show 
greater  permissiveness  in  their  sexual  attitudes  to  the  extent 
that  their  dating  was  more  restricted  to  particular  individuals. 
It  was  expected  that  the  males  would  show  a  curvilinear  relation 
with  'half  and  half'  highest  on  permissiveness  and  with  'dating 
particular  individuals'  lowest.  This  would  be  similar  to  the 
type  of  findings  Ehrmann  reported. 
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Reiss  only  found  modest  support  for  the  female  part  of  this  hypothesis. 
Our  data  indicate  no  evidence  for  the  female  part  of  this  hypothesis, 
but  some  support  for  the  male  aspect  of  this  hypothesis  (See  Table  4.7). 


TABLE  4.7 

Exclusiveness  of  Dating  and  Permissiveness  by  Sex 
(Percentage  Highly  Permissive) 


Exclusiveness  of  Dating 

Female 

Male 

Play  the  field 

39.7 

(68) 

61.1 

(72) 

Half  and  half 

43.3 

(120) 

58.9 

(90) 

Regular 

46.3 

(123) 

74.1 

(116) 

x2  = 

.796 

x2  - 

6.2 

NS 

p  = 

.045059 

G  = 

.08 

G  = 

.22 

Although  Reiss’  findings  did  not  support  the  hypothesized  relationship 
between  these  two  variables  for  the  males,  our  data  indicates  some 
modest  support  for  the  relationship  and  curvilinearity  although  not  as 
predicted.  As  Table  4.3  indicates,  the  males  who  regarded  their  dating 
activities  as  primarily  "regular,"  that  is,  dating  particular  individuals, 
were  the  highest  on  permissiveness.  Reiss’  prediction  was  that  tnis 
group  would  be  the  lowest  on  permissiveness.  Those  males  who  engaged 
in  dating  activities  which  characterized  both  "playing  the  field"  and 
"regular  dating"  at  one  time  or  another  were  predicted  to  be  highest  on 
permissiveness,  but  according  to  our  data  were  lowest. 

In  essence,  Reiss  found  no  support  for  these  predictions  for  the 
males  with  respect  to  the  relationship  between  dating  activities  and 
premarital  sexual  permissiveness.  Hobart's  data  also  do  not  support 
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the  hypothesized  relationship  but  indicate  the  reverse  is  true.  That 
is,  there  is  curvilinearity  but  the  "half  and  half"  group  is  the  lowest 
in  permissiveness  when  they  were  expected  to  be  the  highest.  What  this 
su88es^s  is  that  possibly  exclusive  dating  may  lead  to  a  more  permissive 
attitude  toward  sexual  activities  rather  than  the  general  notion  that 
more  "worldiness"  and  variety  in  dating  leads  an  individual  to  be  more 
permissive . 


Number  of  Steadies  and  Permissiveness 


According  to  Reiss, 

....it  was  expected  that  females  who  went  steady  would  be  more 
permissive  than  those  who  did  not.  The  effect  on  males  was  ex¬ 
pected  to  be  curvilinear,  with  those  with  only  one  steady  the 
lowest  on  permissiveness,  for  they  were  pictured  as  being  limited 
to  a  single  steady  due  to  their  conservatism  and  to  their  not 
being  promiscuous  enough  to  avoid  going  steady  altogether.  Since 
females  value  affection  more  than  do  males,  their  sexual  behavior 
would  be  promoted  by  a  close  emotional  relation  such  as  going 
steady  .H 

Reiss'  findings  were  basically  in  line  with  this  hypothesis;  however, 
our  findings  although  similar  did  not  support  the  hypothesized  curvili¬ 
near  relationship  for  the  males  (See  Table  4.8). 


TABLE  4.8 

Number  of  Steadies  and  Permissiveness  Controlling  for  Sex 
(Percentage  Highly  Permissive) 


‘  Number  of  Steadies  Female  Male 


None 

36.4 

(151) 

58.2 

(153) 

One 

51.0 

(102) 

66 . 0 

(97) 

Two  or  More 

50.0 

(80) 

80.6 

(67) 

x2  = 

6 . 696 

x2  = 

10.371 

P  = 

.035156 

p  = 

.005596 

G  = 

.21 

G  = 

.31 
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The  data  indicate  a  positive  relationship  between  sexual  permissive¬ 
ness  and  the  number  of  times  the  respondent  had  gone  steady  for  both  the 
male  and  female  groups.  The  findings  suggest  that  premarital  sexual 
permissiveness  increases  with  the  number  of  steadies — much  more  so  for 
the  males  than  females  in  terms  of  the  percentage  differences.  Reiss 
also  made  various  checks  between  the  associations  between  these  two 
variables  and  their  relation  with  the  hypothesis  concerning  exclusive¬ 
ness  of  dating  in  an  attempt  to  interconnect  the  findings  and  to  speak 
in  a  causal  language.  However,  this  replication  only  permitted  checks 
on  the  major  relationships  due  to  the  narrow  scope  of  its  aims. 

Number  of  Love  Relationships  and  Permissiveness 

Reiss  posited  a  male-female  difference  concerning  the  relationship 
between  premarital  sexual  permissiveness  and  the  number  of  love  relation¬ 
ships  the  respondent  has  had.  The  prediction  was  that  the  females  would 
show  a  positive  relationship  to  permissiveness  and  the  males  a  curvili- 

]  2 

near  relation,  with  those  being  in  love  only  once  expected  to  be  lowest. 
Although  Reiss  found  basically  what  was  expected,  our  findings  differed 
as  Table  4.9  indicates. 

TABLE  4.9 

Number  of  Love  Relationships  and  Permissiveness  Controlling  for  Sex 

(Percentage  Highly  Permissive) 


Number 

of  Love  Relationships 

Female 

Male 

None 

32.4 

(23) 

59.2 

(58) 

One 

41.4 

(79) 

66 . 4 

(89) 

Two  or 

More 

64.3 

(45) 

74.0 

(57) 

X2  =  16 

.081 

X2  = 

4.251 

P  = 

.000322 

NS 

G  = 

.36 

G  = 

.21 
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Our  data  indicate  no  curvilinear  relationship  for  the  males  or  the 
females.  More  specifically,  as  the  number  of  love  relationships 
increases  the  males’  and- females’  level  of  permissiveness  increases  in 
a  linear  fashion.  What  this  may  indicate  is  that  an  increasing  number 
of  love  relationships  creates  a  positive  attitude  toward  sex  for  both 
the  males  and  females.  This  seems  in  accord  with  Hobart's  data 
regarding  exclusiveness  of  dating  and  premarital  sexual  permissiveness. 

The  relationship  for  the  males  is  fairly  strong  and  statistically 
significant  although  the  findings  for  the  female  are  not  significant, 
although  in  this  case  we  could  halve  the  significance  since  the  direc¬ 
tion  has  been  predicted  and  the  results  would  be  significant.  This  is 
quite  justifiable  and  this  particular  line  of  thinking  has  been  checked 
throughout  the  presentation  of  this  data. 

Although  the  conclusions  of  the  replication  and  the  comparison  in 
the  sense  of  an  attempt  to  explain  the  findings  in  relation  to  each 
other  will  be  dealt  with  in  the  final  chapter,  it  is  helpful  at  this 
time  to  summarize  what  we  have  found  briefly.  The  following  is  a  chart 
(See  Figure  4.1>V  comparing  the  findings  regarding  these  various  hypo¬ 
theses  summarized  in  hypothesis  number  two  (not  including  the  relation 
between  romantic  love  and  permissiveness) . 
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FIGURE  4.1 


Comparison  of 

Hobart ' s 

and  Reiss' 

Data* 

Hypothesis 

Female 

Male 

Curvilinearity 

1. 

Age  at  which  dating  began 

SIGN 

SIGN 

YES  FOR  MALES 

AND 

and  permissiveness 

NS 

SIGN 

FEMALES  -  YES 
FEMALES  ONLY 

FOR 

2. 

Exclusiveness  of  dating  and  SIGN 

NS 

YES  FOR  MALES 

ONLY 

permissiveness 

NS 

SIGN 

YES  FOR  MALES 

ONLY 

3. 

Number  of  steadies  and 

SIGN 

SIGN 

YES  FOR  MALES 

ONLY 

permissiveness 

SIGN 

SIGN 

YES  FOR  FEMALES  ONLY 
(SLIGHT) 

4. 

Number  of  love  relation¬ 
ships  and  permissiveness 

SIGN 

SIGN 

SIGN 

NS 

YES  FOR  MALES 

NO 

ONLY 

In  this  table  the  first  row  after  each  hypothesis  indicates  Reiss' 
findings  and  the  second  indicates  the  findings  of  the  replication. 
SIGN  notes  statistically  significant,  NS  notes  not  statistically 
significant . 


Obviously,  one  must  take  into  account  the  measure  of  association  also,  in 
viewing  Figure  4.1.  However  it  is  interesting  to  note  that  a  comparison 
of  this  sort  indicates  or  supports  the  hypothesis  quite  adequately 
although  the  predictions  of  curvilinearity  are  quite  different  with  res¬ 
pect  to  the  male  or  female  group  exhibiting  such  characteristic  explana¬ 
tions.  The  main  question  is  how  many  of  the  sub-hypotheses  must  be 
verified  in  order  to  confirm  the  summarizing  hypothesis.  This  will  be 
dealt  with  in  more  depth  at  the  end  of  this  chapter;  however,  as  Figure 
4.1  indicates,  of  the  hypotheses  subsumed  in  hypothesis  number  two 

are  verified  although  there  is  considerable  doubt  over  the  interpreta¬ 
tions  concerning  the  curvilinearity  of  the  relationships. 

These  are  the  breakdowns  of  the  hypotheses  utilized  by  Reiss  in 
analyzing  the  data  and  replicated  in  this  study.  In  addition  to 
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presenting  these  factors  or  aspects  which  can  be  summarized  in  hypo¬ 
thesis  number  two,  some  additional  factors  relevant  to  this  hypothesis 
will  be  presented.  With  respect  to  the  notion  that  permissiveness  is 
related  differently,  because  of  the  familial  ties,  to  the  individual, 
various  other  variables  were  also  felt  to  be  of  importance. 

Age  at  Which  Time  Petting  Began  and  Permissiveness 

It  was  hypothesized  that  the  younger  the  individual  began  petting 
activities  the  higher  would  be  his  level  of  permissiveness.  Thus,  a 
negative  relationship  between  the  age  petting  began  and  permissiveness 
was  predicted.  The  definition  provided  for  the  respondents  for  this  and 
all  questions  referring  to  petting  was  the  following:  "Petting  means 

sexually  stimulating  behavior  more  intimate  than  kissing  and  simple 

13 

hugging,  but  not  including  full  sexual  relations"  (see  Table  4.10) 

TABLE  4.10 

Age  First  Began  Petting  and  Permissiveness  Controlling  for  Sex 

(Percentage  Highly  Permissive) 


Age  Began  Petting 

Female 

Male 

Fifteen  and  under 

65 . 6 

(32) 

89.8 

(59) 

Sixteen 

56.8 

(37) 

95.2 

(62) 

Seventeen 

52.9 

(70) 

65 . 4 

(52) 

Eighteen  and  up 

40.1 

(182) 

54.9 

(122) 

Never 

3.8 

(26)  . 

15.2 

(33) 

x2  - 

28.862 

x2  - 

83.665 

p  = 

.000008 

p  = 

.000 

G  = 

-.42 

G  = 

-.70 

As  the  findings  in  Table  4.10  indicate,  there  is  a  strong  negative 
relationship  between  the  age  petting  began  and  premarital  sexual 
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permissiveness.  The  attempt  was  to  test  the  notion  or  idea  that  the 
earlier  one  engages  in  petting  the  higher  is  his  level  of  permissiveness 
since  the  activity  may  represent  a  lessening  of  the  ties  to  the  familial 
relationship  and  coincide  with  the  summarizing  hypothesis.  Another 
reason  for  the  finding  is  that  if  a  person  does  not  begin  to  pet  until 
a  later  date  this  may  be  due  to  the  negative  attitude  toward  such  be¬ 
havior  and,  thus,  those  who  engage  in  petting  at  a  later  stage  of  life 
would  exhibit  a  lower  level  of  permissiveness  as  a  group  than  those  who 
began  petting  at  an  earlier  age. 

Number  Petted  With  and  Permissiveness 

In  this  same  vein  of  thinking,  it  was  hypothesized  that  the  more 
individuals  one  had  petted  with,  the  more  favorable  would  be  ones  atti¬ 
tude  toward  the  activity  and,  hence,  the  higher  his  level  of  permissive¬ 
ness.  It  was  expected  for  this  relationship  to  be  stronger  for  males 
than  females — as  was  the  case  in  the  previous  relationship  between  the 
age  petting  began  and  permissiveness.  The  reasoning  behind  this  is'  that 
it  would  seem  that  as  one  engaged  in  a  particular  type  of  behavior,  just 
the  fact  that  he  continued  would  indicate  his  favorableness  to  the  type 
of  behavior.  This  would  be  expected  to  be  true  more  so  for  males  due 
to  the  double  standard  and  the  traditional  methods  of  socialization 
typical  in  the  United  States  and  Canada. 

As  Table  4.11  indicates,  the  hypothesized  relationship  was  found 
and  was  stronger  for  the  males  than  for  the  females.  Again  it  seems  one 
could  argue  that  the  behavior  itself  may  be  indicative  of  differences  in 
family  ties  and  thus  to  the  extent  that  they  differ  so  does  the  level 


of  permissiveness. 
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TABLE  4.11 


The  Number  Petted  With  and  Permissiveness  Controlling  for  Sex 

(Percentage  Highly  Permissive) 


Number  Petted  With 

Female 

Male 

One 

28.9 

(90) 

23.1 

(26) 

Two 

40.8 

(71) 

52.4 

(42) 

Three  or  More 

61.3 

(155) 

80.6 

(217) 

x2  = 

25.583 

x2  = 

46.085 

p  = 

.000003 

P  = 

.000 

G  = 

.46 

G  = 

.70 

Present  Relationship  and  Permissiveness 

It  was  also  hypothesized  that  the  type  of  relationship  would  be 
related  positively  to  the  level  of  permissiveness.  That  is,  the  more 
involved  the  relationship,  e.g.,  engagement,  the  more  likely  the  respon¬ 
dent  would  be  highly  permissive.  However,  no  relationship  was  found 
between  the  type  of  the  present  relationship  reported  and  the  level  of 
premarital  sexual  permissiveness. 

HYPOTHESIS  NUMBER  THREE 

The  higher  the  general  level  of  permissiveness  in  a  group, 
the  greater  the  extent  of  equalitarianism  within  the  abstinence 
and  double  standard  classifications . 

It  was  hoped  at  the  onset  to  test  this  hypothesis;  however,  due  to 

various  administrative  and  financial  factors,  the  data  could  not  be 

related  to  this  particular  hypothesis.15  Thus,  it  was  not  possible  to 

replicate  this  hypothesis  as  originally  intended. 


' 


' 


■ 


' 


■ 


-55- 


HYPOTHESIS  NUMBER  FOUR 

There  is  a  general  tendency  for  the  individual  to  perceive 
of  his  parents '  permissiveness  as  a  low  point  on  a  permissive 
continuum  and  his  peers'  permissiveness  as  a  high  point,  and  to 
place  himself  somewhat  closer  to  his  peers,  particularly  to 
those  he  regards  as  his  close  friends. ^ 

Originally,  it  was  expected  that  those  who  saw  themselves  as  simi¬ 
lar  to  either  their  parents,  peers,  or  close  friends  with  respect  to 
sexual  standards,  would  be  more  likely  to  be  low  on  premarital  sexual 
permissiveness  than  would  those  who  perceived  themselves  as  having  dis¬ 
similar  standards  to  tnese  three  reference  groups. ^  As  Reiss  concluded 
from  his  findings,  there  is  somewhat  of  a  difference  between  the  initial 
expectations  and  the  finalized  proposition  summarizing  the  data.  Accord- 
ingly,  this  will  be  indicated  as  each  aspect  of  the  hypothesis  number 
four  is  presented  and  the  findings  compared  to  those  obtained  in  Reiss' 
work. 

Similarity  to  Parental  Sexual  Standards 

The  respondents  were  asked  how  they  felt  their  standards  compared 

with  those  of  their  parents.  Tables  4.12  and  4.13  summarize  the  findings. 

The  findings  are  similar  to  Reiss'  and  indicate  the  initial  expectations 

held  about  the  parents,  that  is,  for  those  who  saw  their  standards  as 

similar  to  the  mother  or  father  showed  a  lower  level  of  premarital  sex- 

19 

ual  permissiveness.  The  rest  of  the  data  regarding  peers'  and  close 
friends'  standards  as  compared  to  the  respondents'  necessitated  the 
reworking  of  the  initial  ideas  of  the  relationship  between  permissiveness 
and  the  standards  of  these  three  reference  groups.  The  findings  of  this 
replication  are  strikingly  similar  to  Reiss'  and  the  results  are 
indicative,  as  were  Reiss',  that  a  modification  of  the  initial  notion 
of  the  relationship  had  to  be  made. 
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TABLE  4.12 


Perception  of  Mother 

's  Standards  and 

Controlling 

Permissiveness  for  Total  Group  and 

for  Sex 

Standards  Similar  to 

Mother ' s 

Percentage  Highly 

Permissive 

Total  Group 

Yes 

38.3  (313) 

No 

76.5  (362) 

X2  =  101.02 

P  =  .00 

G  =  .68 

Female 

Male 

Yes 

23.4  (184) 

46.5  (129) 

No 

66.1  (165) 

80.2  (197) 

X2  =  64.49 

X2  =  39.94 

P  =  .00 

P  =  .00 

G  =  .73 

G  =  .65 

''in  this  table  and  all  subsequent  tables  when  total  group  is  used  it  is 
the  males  and  females  responding  to  the  male  items  of  the  Guttman  Scale, 
it  is  not  the  combination  of  the  self-permissiveness  scores  of  males  and 

females . 


TABLE  4.13 

Perception  of  Father's  Standards  and  Permissiveness  for  Total  Group  and 

Controlling  for  Sex 


Standards  Similar  to  Father's  PercentageJ^ 


Total  Group 


41.8 

(335) 

77.0 

(317) 

x2  - 

83.27 

p  = 

.00 

G  = 

.67 

Female 

Male 

23.7 

(177) 

52.5 

(158) 

67.1 

(158) 

79.9 

(159) 

X2  = 

63.64 

X2  = 

26.50 

P  = 

.00 

P  = 

.00 

G  = 

.74 

G  = 

.56 

Yes 

No 


' 
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Reiss  also  examined  the  level  of  permissiveness  as  related  to  the 
preceived  strictness  of  the  parents'  standards,  that  is,  are  the  indivi¬ 
duals'  standards  more  or  less  strict  than  their  parents?  Although  Reiss 
found  only  a  slight  difference  which  was  not  significant  at  the  .05 
level,  our  findings,  as  Table  4,14  indicates,  offer  modest  support  for 


TABLE  4.14 

The  Perceived  Strictness  of  Standards  Compared  to  Parents'  Standards  and 
Permissiveness  in  Total  Group  and  Controlling  for  Sex 


Standards  Compared  to  Parents 

Percent  Highly  Permissive 

More  strict 

Less  strict 

Total  Group 

54.3  (46) 

71.6  (401) 

X2  =  6.247 

P  =  .044011 

G  =  .37 

More  strict 

Less  strict 

Female 

35.0  (20) 

59.1  (198) 

Male 

61.5  (26) 

77.3  (203) 

X2  =  4.298 

P  =  .038148 

G  =  -.46 

X2  =  3.447 

NS 

G  =  -.38 

the  contention  that  the  perception  of  the  individual's  standard  as  less 
strict  than  the  parent (s)  affords  a  more  permissive  attitude  generally. 
This  pertains  especially  to  those  who  regard  their  standard  as  dis¬ 
similar  to  their  parents. 

Self-Permissiveness  and  Perceived  Permissiveness  of  Peers  and  Close 
Friends 

Tables  4.15  and  4.16  indicate  the  relationship  between  self¬ 
permissiveness  and  the  perceived  permissiveness  of  the  peer  group.  The 
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TABLE  4.15 

Perceived  Standards  Similar  to  Peers  and  Permissiveness  in  Total  Group 

and  Controlling  for  Sex 


Standards  Similar  to  Peers 


Yes 

No 


Yes 

No 


Percent  Highly  Permissive 

Total  Group 

65.7  (484) 

41.8  (194) 

X2  =  32.803 
P  =  .000 

G  =  -.46 

Female  Male 

50.0  (244)  74.6 

28.6  (105)  46.1 

X2  =  13.711  X2  = 

P  =  .000213  P  = 

G  =  -.43  G  = 


(240) 

(89) 

23.83 

.000001 

-.55 


TABLE  4.16 

Perceived  Strictness  of  Standards  Compared  to  Peers  and  Permissiveness 

in  Total  Group  and  Controlling  for  Sex 


Standards  Compared  to  Peers 

Percent  Highly 

Permissive 

Total 

Group 

More  strict 

32.7 

(226) 

Less  strict 

94.1 

(68) 

X2  = 

80.148  . 

P  = 

.000 

G  = 

-.94 

Female 

Male 

More  strict 

18.9 

(122) 

36.5  (104) 

Less  strict 

93.9 

(33) 

97.1  (35) 

X2  = 

64.509 

X2  =  39.468 

P  = 

.000 

P  =  .000 

G  = 

« 

-.97 

G  =  -.97 

findings  are  consistent  with  Reiss'  and  offer  support  for  the  relation¬ 
ship  and  a  strong  and  very  high  correlation  with  respect  to  those  who 


regarded  themselves  as  more  or  less  strict  than  their  peers. 
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As  the  Table  4.16  indicates,  those  who  saw  themselves  as  more  or 
less  strict  than  their  peers  are  sharply  distinguishable.  In  essence, 
the  strong  relationship  which  the  table  demonstrates,  points  out  that 
if  the  respondents'  perception  of  his  standard  is  less  strict  than  his 
peers,  he  will  most  probably  be  classified  as  having  a  higher  level  of 
premarital  sexual  permissiveness.  Although  this  finding  is  not  too 
surprising,  in  retrospect,  it  is  when  compared  with  R.eiss'  initial  idea 
that  those  who  saw  themselves  as  similar  to  their  peers  would  most 
likely  be  low  on  premarital  sexual  permissiveness  as  compared  to  those 
who  saw  themselves  as  dissimilar  with  respect  to  standards.  The  fol¬ 
lowing  Table  4.17  demonstrates  the  basic  notion  here  for  all  three  refer¬ 
ences  (this  is  just  a  regrouping  of  data  already  presented  and  in  addi¬ 
tion  data  on  close  friends  which  is  forthcoming) . 

TABLE  4.17 

Percentage  Highly  Permissive  for  Three  Reference  Groups 
With  Respect  to  Perceived  Comparison  of  Standards 


Standards  Compared  to: 

Similar 

Dissimilar 

Parents  Mother 

38.3 

76.5 

Father 

41.8 

77.0 

Peers 

65.7 

41.8 

Close  friends 

60.0 

50.6 

Again,  the  basic  notion  was  that  those  who  saw  themselves  as  similar  to 
any  of  the  three  reference  groups  would  be  more  likely  low  on  permissive¬ 
ness  than  those  who  saw  themselves  as  dissimilar.  And  as  the  table 
indicates,  our  findings  are  in  agreement  with  Reiss'  reformulation  as  a 
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result  of  his  data,  that  is,  that  the  original  hypothesis  holds  for 
parents,  but  not  for  peers  and  close  friends. 

Those  who  saw  themselves  as  similar  to  peers  and  close 
friends  were  more  permissive  than  those  who  did  not.  Basically 
it  seemed  that  parents  were  viewed  by  many  respondents  as  rela¬ 
tively  low  on  permissiveness,  and  peers  and  close  friends  as 
high  on  permissiveness.  The  respondent  generally  viewed  himself 
as  closer  to  his  peers  and  close  friends  than  to  his  parents  in 
terms  of  his  sexual  standard. ^ 

Regarding  the  table  on  the  relationship  between  more  or  strict  standards 

than  those  of  the  peer  group  with  respect  to  permissiveness,  Reiss 

offers  an  explanation  of  the  results  from  a  different  perspective  than 

this  author.  Such  a  clear  distinction  between  the  more  or  less  strict 

standards  of  the  respondent  with  respect  to  the  perceived  standards  of 

the  peers  "....implies  that  these  students  have  a  rather  consensual 

definition,  those  with  opposing  views  of  their  peers'  standards  would 

have  had  a  greater  tendency  to  cancel  out  and  eliminate  a  significant 

21 

association  (as  found  in  both  Reiss'  data  and  in  this  replication"). 

Tables  4.18  and  4.19  summarize  the  data  relevant  to  the  relation¬ 
ship  between  self-permissiveness  and  the  perceived  permissiveness  of  the 
respondents'  close  friends. 

The  following  two  tables  demonstrate  basically  the  same  degree  of 
strength  of  relationship  between  permissiveness  and  an  individual  s  per¬ 
ception  of  his  "very  close  friends"  standards  as  between  the  dependent 
variable  and  peers.  It  is  also  interesting  to  note  tnat  our  findings 
point  out,  as  did  Reiss' ,  an  increase  in  the  percent  of  respondents  wno 
perceived  their  standards  as  similar  to  their  parents,  peers,  and  close 
friends,  respectively.^  The  percentages  of  similarity  are  49.3  for  the 
parents,  69.6  for  the  peers,  and  37.0  for  the  friends.  As  i\eiss  notes, 
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TABLE  4.18 

Perceived  Standards  Similar  to  Close  Friends  and  Permissiveness  in 

Total  Group  and  Controlling  for  Sex 


Standards  Similar  to  Close  Friends 

Percent  Highly 

Permissive 

Total 

Group 

* 

Yes 

60.0 

(592) 

No 

50.6 

(85) 

x2  = 

2.698 

P  = 

.100467 

G  = 

-.19 

- 

Female 

Male 

Yes 

44.1 

(295) 

68.4  (297) 

No 

42.6 

(54) 

51.6  (31) 

x2  = 

.040 

X2  =  3.544 

NS 

P  =  .059762 

G  = 

-.03 

G  =  -.34 

TABLE  4 

Perceived  Strictness  of  Standards 

Permissiveness  in  Total  Group 

.19 

Compared  to  Close  Friends  and 

and  Controlling  for  Sex 

Standards  Compared  to  Close  Friends 

Percent  Highly 

Permissive 

Total  Group 

More  strict 

44.6  (92) 

Less  strict 

80.6  (62) 

• 

X2  =  20.675 

P  =  .00032 

G  =  -.68 

Female 

Male 

More  strict 

30.8  (52) 

47.5  (40) 

Less  strict 

73.0  (37) 

84.0  (25) 

X2  =  15.419 

X2  =  9.329 

P  =  .000086 

P  =  .009422 

G  =  -.72 

G  =  -.72 

this  indicates  the  importance  of  close  friends  and  peers  in  shaping  the 


individuals  sexual  standards  and  the  shift  away  from  the  influence  of 
23 


parents . 
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SUMMARY 

In  essence,  this  data  provides  the  necessary  comparative  material 
upon  which  to  judge  the  utility  of  Reiss'  conception  of  the  relation 
between  premarital  sexual  permissiveness  and  various  sociocultural 
factors.  Having  presented  the  findings,  it  is  the  main  purpose  of  this 
summary  to  draw  conclusions  from  the  data  as  to  the  validity  of  E.eiss' 
conception  and  to  indicate  the  general  outcome  of  this  replication.  An 
attempt  will  be  made  to  establish  some  criteria  for  this  evaluation  and 
to  provide  a  summarizing  statement  of  the  evidence  gathered  in  this 
thesis.  At  the  onset  it  should  be  noted  that  although  various  additional 
concerns  had  been  introduced  in  Chapter  2,  it  is  obvious  that  the 
research  expectations  were  beyond  the  actuality  of  the  results.  In 
essence,  the  scope  has  been  reduced  to  a  replication  of  the  propositions 
as  stated. 

HYPOTHESIS  NUMBER  ONE 

Hypothesis  number  one  was  partially  handled  in  the  analysis  of  the 
data.  Again,  this  hypothesis  was  that.... 

The  stronger  the  amount  of  general  liberality  in  a  group, 
the  greater  the  likelihood  that  social  forces  will  maintain 
high  levels  of  sexual  permissiveness . 24 

The  analysis  carried  out  in  this  replication  was  similar  to  the 
original;  however,  the  relationship  between  liberalism  and/or  conserva¬ 
tism  and  premarital  sexual  permissiveness  was  checked  without  controls. 

In  essence,  what  was  found  is  that  liberalism  is  associated  with  being 
highly  permissive  and  conservatism  witn  being  low  on  permissiveness, 
utilizing  the  sign  test  and  the  indicators  of  these  dimensions  introduced 
by  Reiss'  analysis.  Tie  resulting  proposition  rested  on  the  utilization 
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of  controls.  He  looked  at  the  type  of  setting  within  each  class.  As  a 
result  of  this  analysis,  he  formulated  the  hypothesis  regarding  the  type 
of  setting  and  the  level  of  premarital  sexual  permissiveness. 

Although  the  analysis  carried  out  in  this  replication  was  not 
identical  to  Reiss'  the  findings  do  suggest  modest  support  for  hypothesis 
number  one.  Since  it  is  phrased  in  such  abstract  language  it  allows 
considerable  variations  in  findings  to  support  its  basic  premise.  More 
specifically,  the  amount  of  liberality  in  a  group  seems  to  indicate  that 
social  forces  of  some  unspecified  nature  will  maintain  high  levels  of 
premarital  sexual  permissiveness.  Our  findings  with  respect  to  the 
relationship  between  social  class  and  permissiveness  would  support  such 
an  abstract  hypothesis  although  they  are  weak. 

HYPOTHESIS  NUMBER  TWO 

This  hypothesis  states  that  the  individual  ties  to  the  family 
institution  has  an  effect  on  this  sensitivity  of  permissiveness  to  social 
forces.  Or,  in  other  words,  your  relations  with  your  family  and  other 
important  institutions  in  your  earlier  years  will  have  some  influence  on 
your  susceptibility  to  other  influences  later  in  life  and  the  resulting 
sexual  permissiveness.  Obviously,  our  sample  did  not  deal  with  the 
influence  of  the  marital  relationship  which  Reiss  dealt  with  and  was 
mentioned  in  the  summarizing  hypothesis.  What  Reiss'  data  revealed  also, 
is  the  differences  attributed  to  being  either  male  or  female  which  is 
always  of  importance. 

In  this  chapter  the  minor  hypotheses  and  relationships  which  lead 
Reiss  to  formulate  this  summarizing  hypothesis  were  reviewed  and  the 
appropriate  analysis  undertaken  for  a  replication  of  this  aspect  of  his 
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work.  A  summarizing  table  of  the  findings  comparing  the  two  works  was 
already  presented  (see  pp.51)  and  in  general  we  find  some  support  for 
the  relationships  which  produced  the  summarizing  hypothesis.  How  much 
support  is  necessary  to  verify  this  summarizing  hypothesis  is  now  of 
crucial  importance,  and  must  be  dealt  with  at  this  time. 

The  fact  that  Reiss  originally  developed  a  summarizing  proposition 
for  the  various  sub-hypothesis  he  checked  necessitates  a  very  abstract 
hypothesis.  In  replication,  although  we  could  not  find  support  for  every 
aspect  of  such  an  analysis,  it  would  seem  that  if  a  majority  of  the 
findings  were  of  a  similar  nature,  this  would  be  sufficient  to  verify  the 
abstract  summary  of  such  findings.  It  should  be  noted  that  the  curvilin- 
earity  involved  in  all  the  predictions  for  the  hypotheses  inherent  in 
hypothesis  number  two  should  be  re-evaluated  as  the  findings  of  this 
replication  are  divergent  from  the  original.  This  throws  some  doubt  on 
the  theoretical  implications  of  the  original  findings.  However,  from 
the  point  of  view  of  the  summarizing  proposition,  which  is  the  major 
focus  of  this  replication,  this  was  not  included  at  such  an  abstract 
level.  Thus,  it  would  seem  that  we  cannot  confirm  or  disconfirm  hypothe¬ 
sis  number  two  because  of  its  high  level  of  abstraction.  It  has  become 
too  far  removed  from  the  data.  This  will  be  dealt  with  in  more  detail 
in  the  last  chapter. 

HYPOTHESIS  NUMBER  THREE 

Hypothesis  number  three  which  deals  with  the  notion  of  equalitarian 
ism  with  respect  to  the  level  of  premarital  sexual  permissiveness  in 
certain  classifications  could  not  be  dealt  with  at  all  as  noted  in  the 


previous  chapter. 
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HYPOTHESIS  NUMBER  FOUR 

This  hypothesis  dealt  with  the  individual’s  perception  of  others’ 
standards  with  respect  to  his  own.  In  particular  the  fact  that  he  places 
himself  on  a  continuum  of  permissiveness  between  his  peers  and  his 
parents,  with  the  parents  as  the  lower  half  of  the  continuum.  As  the 
data  indicate,  our  findings  are  very  similar  to  Reiss'  results.  Judging 
from  the  strength  of  the  relationships  investigated  in  conjunction  with 
this  summarizing  hypothesis,  it  can  be  concluded  that  this  hypothesis 
received  the  strongest  support  of  the  three  dealt  with. 
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FOOTNOTES 


Ira  L.  Reiss,  The  Social  Context  of  Premarital  Sexual  Permissiveness, 
New  York:  Holt,  Rinehart  and  Winston,  Inc.,  1967.  ~ 

^Ibid. ,  pp.  73. 

3 

Reiss,  oj2_,  cit .  ,  pp.  61-62. 

4 

The  table  of  predictions  was  adapted  from  Reiss,  Ibid. ,  pp.  63.  It  was 
modified  because  certain  predictions  could  not  be  checked  since  our 
sample  was  not  a  national  sample.  For  a  good  discussion  of  the  sign 
test  see  Hubert  M.  Blalock,  Social  Statistics,  New  York:  McGraw-Hill 
Book  Company,  Inc.,  pp.  130-131. 


Ibid . , 

pp. 

89. 

Ibid. , 

pp. 
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The  findings  of  this  thesis  support  such  an  interpretation,  although 
indirectly.  Due  to  various  limitations  this  hypothesis  could  not  be 
checked  by  a  similar  analysis  as  Reiss  employed.  However,  utilizing  the 
Guttman  scale,  despite  its  quasi-nature,  to  divide  the  group,  provided 
some  indication  as  to  what  was  going  on.  Without  the  controls  for 
religiousity  the  relationship  between  premarital  sexual  permissiveness 
and  romantic  love  exhibited  a  negative  relationship  (G  =  -.352  for  the 
females  and  G  =  -.257  for  the  males)  with  both  being  significant  at  the 
.05  level.  What  the  data  indicates  is  that,  in  essence,  the  popular 
notion  that  romantic  love  encourages  sexual  intimacies  does  not  hold. 
Thus,  the  data  support  Reiss’  statement  that  this  is  a  myth  although  this 
is  not  an  attempt  to  replicate  his  analysis  as  such. 

O 

For  a  discussion  of  the  explanatory  value  of  variables  suggested  from 
multiple  regression  analysis,  see  Richard  B.  Darlington,  "Multiple 
Regression  In  Psychological  Research  and  Practice,"  Psychological  Bul¬ 
letin,  69  (1968),  pp.  161-82. 

9Reiss,  op.  cit. ,  pp.  82,  for  further  reference  to  Reiss'  discussion  of 
his  findings  relating  to  this  section  see  pp .  82-84.  Due  to  the  nature 
of  the  data,  age  at  first  date  was  divided  into  four  categories  whereas 
Reiss  utilized  only  three  categories.  However,  it  is  assumed  this  would 
make  no  difference,  if  anything,  we  could  speculate  it  would  even  reduce 
the  meager  findings  reported. 
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pp.  87. 


pp.  22. 


pp.  103. 


This  hypothesis  was  not  checked  because  the  project  could  not  afford 
the  expense  of  coding  the  categories  necessary  for  the  utilization  of  the 
data  in  the  way  Reiss  did.  See  particularly  Ibid. ,  pp.  24-26,  for  a  dis¬ 
cussion  of  the  coding  classification  that  xvould  have  been  necessary. 

16 Ibid. ,  pp.  139. 

~^Ibid.  ,  pp  .  129 . 

18 

It  is  important  to  note  that  there  is  a  difference  between  what  is 
meant  by  total  group  in  this  replication  and  in  Reiss*  original.  For 
Reiss  the  total  group  was  the  combined  self-permissiveness  ratings  of  the 
males  and  females,  that  is,  the  males  rating  themselves  and  the  females 
rating  themselves.  However,  in  the  replication  the  cost  of  coding  this 
way  could  not  be  assumed  and  therefore  the  total  refers  to  both  the  males 
and  females  rating  the  males  on  permissiveness.  Incidentally,  the  males 
and  females  rating  female  permissiveness  was  checked  and  differed,  gener¬ 
ally,  in  that  the  females  were  generally  less  permissive. 

19 

Although  the  replication  did  not  check  the  relationship  further,  Reiss 
did  using  each  variable  as  a  control  on  the  other's  relationship.  He 
found  as  a  result  that  the  most  crucial  variable  was  being  similar  to  the 
mother  and  that  the  relationship  between  similarity  to  the  father  and 
permissiveness  is  a  spurious  correlation.  See  Ibid . ,  pp.  131-132. 

2°Ibid. ,  pp.  129-130. 


Ibid. ,  pp .  135 . 


22 

The  percentage  employed  with  reference  to  parents  is  the  percentage 
similar  or  dissimilar  to  the  mother's  standard  as  it  is  indicative  of  the 
relationship,  and  as  already  noted  in  footnote  19,  the  comparison  to 
fathers  standard  is  a  spurious  one. 
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Ibid. ,  pp.  73. 
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CHAPTER  5 


CONCLUSIONS  AND  IMPLICATIONS 

This  partial  replication  of  Ira  Reiss'  study  on  the  socio-cultural 
correlates  of  premarital  sexual  permissiveness  has  methodological,  theo¬ 
retical,  and  practical  implications.  Before  detailing  these  implications 
it  is  necessary  to  draw  conclusions  from  this  replication  as  the  neces¬ 
sary  ground  work  for  such  a  discussion. 


CONCLUSIONS 

From  a  review  of  the  analysis  and  presentation  of  findings  in  the 
previous  chapter  it  can  be  argued  that  hypothesis  number  four  was 
verified.  Also  hypothesis  number  one  received  partial  support  to  the 
extent  it  was  dealt  with.  It  may  be  remembered  that  in  reviewing  the 
findings  focusing  on  curvilinearity  in  conjunction  with  the  many  relation¬ 
ships  investigated  and  subsumed  in  hypothesis  number  two,  many  differences 
were  noted  in  comparing  the  findings  with  those  obtained  by  Reiss.  In 
essence,  the  curvilinearity  he  predicted  was  not  found  in  our  sample,  at 
least  for  the  majority  of  the  relationships  investigated  (see  p.  51  for  a 
summary  chart  of  these  findings) .  Since  the  data  presented  by  Reiss  per¬ 
taining  to  these  sub-hypotheses  were  from  the  student  sample  and  not  the 
national  adult  sample  it  would  seem  that  although  our  sample  was  entirely 
from  a  student  sample  and  his  included  a  high  school  probability  sample 
they  are  quite  comparable.  Thus,  this  author  is  more  inclined  to  question 
the  explanations  for  these  latter  findings  as  they  were  not  verified  in 
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this  replication .  The  major  reason  for  the  questioning  of  such  concep¬ 
tions  of  curvilinear ity  is  that,  when  taking  into  account  the  signifi¬ 
cance  of  the  finding  and  the  magnitude  of  the  relationship,  it  seems 
strange  that  for  one  sub-hypothesis,  curvilinearity  (very  slight)  was 
found  for  the  females  when,  in  fact,  it  was  predicted  for  the  males  and 
not  present  for  the  male  portion  of  the  sample.  Viewing  Figure  4.1, 

P.  51,  this  is  in  reference  to  three  sub-hypothesis  which  dealt  with 
the  relationship  of  the  number  of  "steadies"  and  the  level  of  premarital 
sexual  permissiveness.  Also  with  respect  to  sub-hypothesis  number  four, 
curvilinearity  was  predicted  for  the  males  but  no  curvilinearity  was 
evident  in  Hobart's  data. 

Although  this  question  will  be  dealt  with  later  in  this  chapter 
when  discussing  the  process  of  inductive  theorizing,  it  is  necessary  to 
further  explicate  the  issue  in  order  to  clarify  the  importance  of  Hobart's 
findings  with  respect  to  Reiss'  findings  and  his  resulting  theoretical 
formulations.  It  will  be  helpful  to  restate  hypothesis  number  two: 

To  the  extent  that  individual  ties  to  the  marital  and  family 
institutions  differ,  individuals  will  tend  to  display  a^different 
type  of  sensitivity  of  permissiveness  to  social  forces. 

This  summarizing  hypothesis  subsumes  the  basic  findings  Reiss  reported 

with  respect  to  various  dating  characteristics  and  premarital  sexual 

permissiveness.  In  reviewing  his  findings,  Reiss  concludes  with  the 

following: 

In  general,  all  these  findings  indicate  that  females  are 
sensitive  to  social  forces  in  different  ways  than  are  males... 
it  might  be  said  that  beside  there  being  differences  in  sensi¬ 
tivity  to  social  forces,  groups  with  different  courtship  roles^ 
will  tend  to  be  sensitive  to  different  types  of  social  forces. 
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Thus ,  based  on  these  conclusions  generated  from  his  findings,  Reiss 
formulated  summarizing  hypothesis  number  two.  In  essence,  male  and 
female  diffeiences  reflect  themselves  in  different  attachments  to  the 
marital  and  family  institutions,  and  if  these  differences  are  great  the 
individual  will  display  a  different  sensitivity  to  various  types  of 
social  forces.  Hobart's  data  suggest  that  the  underlying  differences 
which  played  such  an  important  part  in  the  formulation  of  this  summa¬ 
rizing  hypothesis  are  quite  questionable.  Because  of  the  level  of 
generality  and  lack  of  precision  of  this  hypothesis,  our  data  do  not 
disconfirm  it.  However,  there  is  considerable  disagreement  between 
Reiss'  findings  and  Hobart's  regarding  the  sub-hypothesis  under 
discussion. 

It  is  important  to  detail  these  differences;  thus,  for  the  discus¬ 
sion  it  will  be  easier  if  Figure  4.1  is  presented  again. 

FIGURE  4.1 

Comparison  of  Hobart's  and  Reiss'  Data* 


Hypothesis  Female  Male  Curvilinearity 


1. 

Age  at  which  dating  began 

SIGN 

SIGN 

YES  FOR  MALES 

AND 

and  permissiveness 

NS 

SIGN 

FEMALES  -  YES 

FOR 

FEMALES  ONLY 

2. 

Exclusiveness  of  dating  and 

SIGN 

NS 

YES  FOR  MALES 

ONLY 

permissiveness 

NS 

SIGN 

YES  FOR  MALES 

ONLY 

3. 

Number  of  steadies  and 

SIGN 

SIGN 

YES  FOR  MALES 

ONLY 

permissiveness 

SIGN 

SIGN 

YES  FOR  FEMALES  ONLY 

(SLIGHT) 

4. 

Number  of  love  relation- 

SIGN 

SIGN 

YES  FOR  MALES 

ONLY 

ships  and  permissiveness 

SIGN 

NS 

NO 

JU 

In  this  table  the  first  row  after  each  hypothesis  indicates  Reiss' 
findings  and  the  second  indicates  the  findings  of  the  replication. 

SIGN  notes  statistically  significant,  NS  notes  not  statistically 
significant . 
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£ub-hypo theses  two,  three,  and  four  played  a  crucial  part  in  Reiss' 
formulation  of  hypothesis  number  two.  Looking  at  the  table,  and  taking 
into  account  both  the  significance  and  the  magnitude  of  the  relationship 
considerable  differences  exist  regarding  these  three  sub-hypotheses. 

With  respect  to  sub-hypothesis  two ,  Reiss  found  that  the  type  of 
dating  an  individual  engaged  in  affected  the  males  and  females  differ¬ 
ently.  As  the  type  of  dating  moves  from  "playing  the  field"  to  "steady 
dating"  with  a  combination  of  the  two  types  in  the  middle,  Reiss  found 
that  as  the  dating  became  more  exclusive  the  females  tended  to  be  a  more 
highly  permissive  group.  However,  the  males  tended  to  be  most  permis¬ 
sive  if  their  dating  consisted  of  a  combination  of  dating  activities  and 
not  just  exclusive  dating.  In  Hobart's  data  the  linear  relationship  was 
found  for  the  females,  but  it  was  not  significant.  The  curvilinearity 
was  found  for  the  males,  but  not  as  predicted.  Reiss'  data  suggested 
that  the  males  exhibiting  a  combination  of  types  of  dating  activities 
would  be  highest  in  terms  of  the  percentage  in  that  group  being  highly 
permissive;  however,  Hobart's  data  reflected  just  the  opposite,  that  is, 
they  had  the  lowest  percentage  of  highly  permissive  individuals  of  any 
group.  Thus,  although  this  sub-hypothesis  reflected  the  male-female 
differences,  the  actual  differences  are  very  different  in  terms  of  any 
theory  attempting  to  explain  in  some  detail  the  differences  between  the 
males  and  females  in  forms  of  their  socialization. 

Sub-hypothesis  number  three  also  reflected  male-female  differences, 
but  not  the  same  as  Reiss'  findings.  Although  dating  experiences  affec¬ 
ted  the  females  differently  than  the  males  in  our  sample,  the  way  they 
affected  the  males  and  females  is  just  the  opposite  of  R.eiss  sample. 
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As  figure  4.1  indicates,  as  the  number  of  steadies  increases  the  level 
of  individuals  highly  permissive  increases  in  a  linear  fashion  for  the 
females  but  not  the  males  in  Reiss’  sample.  The  males  tend  to  be  lowest 
on  permissiveness  when  they  have  had  only  one  steady  which  created  the 
curvilinear  relationship  for  the  males.  Hobart’s  data  did  not  support 
the  differences  in  a  like  manner.  The  male  respondents  were  more  highly 
permissive  as  the  number  of  steadies  increased  in  number,  with  the 
relationship  being  in  a  linear  fashion.  The  females,  however,  exhibited 
a  very  slight  curvilinear  relationship  between  these  two  variables  with 
the  group  of  females  having  had  only  one  steady  having  the  highest 
percentage  of  highly  permissive  individuals.  (It  could  be  argued  that 
the  percentage  differences  are  not  great  enough  to  warrant  such  an 
interpretation.  This  will  be  dealt  with  in  more  detail  later  in  this 
chapter) .  Again  we  find  differences  between  the  males  and  the  females 
which  lead  Reiss  to  his  summarizing  hypothesis,  but  the  differences 
are  not  as  expected. 

With  respect  to  sub-hypothesis  number  four,  Hobart's  data  did 
not  suggest  any  differences  between  the  males  and  the  females  contrary  to 
Reiss'  findings.  In  this  instance,  the  evidence  for  suggesting  summarizing 
hypothesis  number  two  is  lacking. 

The  major  question  becomes  "Where  does  this  take  us?  the  answer  is 
of  considerable  theoretical  significance  as  this  author  sees  it.  Couching 
the  summarizing  hypothesis  at  such  a  high  level  of  abstract  does  not  seem 
to  do  justice  to  its  empirical  referents.  In  other  words,  the  how 
question  is  omitted.  That  is,  males  and  females  differ  but  how  they  differ 
is  ignored  when  the  proposition  is  stated  at  such  a  high  level  of  abstrac¬ 
tion.  In  essence,  what  our  findings  suggest  is  the  necessity  for  future 
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investigation.  into  the  relationship  between  dating  characteristics  and 
premarital  sexual  permissiveness  in  crder  to  clarify  the  conflicting 
evidence  as  to  how  these  variables  are  related.  Theoretically  this  is 
important  since  an  explanation  cannot  be  provided  from  the  abstract 
hypothesis  summarizing  Reiss'  findings  and  Hobart's. 

In  terms  of  hypothesis  number  two  of  this  replication,  it  cannot  be 
stated  whether  the  data  confirm  or  disconfirm  the  hypothesis  as  stated. 
The  evidence  cast  considerable  doubt  on  the  male-female  differences  and 
since  these  differences  are  not  explicitly  referred  to  in  hypothesis 
number  two  it  seems  it  cannot  be  altered  by  the  findings  of  this 
replication.  However,  since  these  differences  were  paramount  to  Reiss’ 
formulation  of  this  summarizing  hypothesis,  we  should  be  very  cautious  of 
his  interpretation  at. .that  level.  Even  if  we  interpret  the  findings  of 
this  replication  as  generally  suggesting  male-female  differences  the 
question  the  theory  cannot  answer  for  us  is,  "what"  these  differences 
between  the  sexes  are  and  "how"  they  work,  which  was  crucial  in  develop¬ 
ing  this  summarizing  hypothesis.  It  seems  that  we  need  to  further  inves¬ 
tigate  the  sub— hypo theses  covered  in  hypothesis  number  tvzo  and  resolve 
the  differences  with  additional  data  and  theory  which  is  tied  closer  to 

the  data  from  which  it  was  generated. 

It  should  be  stated  again  regarding  hypothesis  number  four  that  this 
replication  found  strikingly  similar  findings  when  compeared  with  Reiss  . 
It  can  be  concluded  that  Reiss'  conception  of  the  relationship  between  an 
individual's  self-permissiveness  and  the  perceived  permissiveness  of 
others  is  definitely  adequate. 
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METHODOLOGICAL  IMPLICATIONS 

It  would  seem  more  fruitful  in  future  research  to  use  some  addition¬ 
al  statistics  which  would  facilitate  a  better  interpretation  of  the  data. 
The  major  point  is  that  gamma  as  a  measure  of  association  and  chi  square 
as  a  test  of  significance  were  designed  for  different  levels  of  measure¬ 
ment.  That  is,  gamma  is  applicable  to  ordinal  scales  while  chi  square 
is  applicable  to  both  ordinal  and  nominal.  Information  is  obviously  lost 
if  we  have  an  ordinal  scale  for  example  and  use  statistics  designed  for 
nominal  scales.  It  would  seem  much  more  appropriate  to  use  the  test  of 
significance  of  gamma  and  gamma  as  a  measure  of  association  for  an  inter¬ 
pretation  of  the  relationship  between  two  ordinal  scales.  In  essence, 
you  have  two  statistical  procedures  which  were  designed  to  be  used  to¬ 
gether  for  ordinal  data.  This  is  not  to  say  using  chi  square  as  a  test 
of  significance  is  not  possible  or  entirely  legitimate.  However,  since 
chi  square  is  influeiiced  greatly  by  sample  size  (double  the  sample  size 
and  you  double  the  chi  square)  it  would  be  more  helpful  if  the  test  of 
significance  for  gamma  were  employed  when  dealing  with  ordinal  data. 

It  should  not  be  forgotten  that  although  chi  square  may  not  be  the 
best  statistic  for  ordinal  scales  in  conjunction  with  gamma  it  is 
extremely  valuable  for  other  reasons  and  is  necessary  in  the  analysis. 

If  curvilinear  relationships  are  expected,  the  use  of  chi  square  is  very 
necessary.  Since  the  calculation  of  chi  square  is  not  dependent  upon 
whether  the  relationship  is  curvilinear  or  linear  it  is  very  valuable  for 
interpreting  the  significance  of  curvilinear  relationships  wnich  would 
possibly  show  little  or  no  strength  of  relationship  because  of  the 


cur vilinear ity . 
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What  is  being  suggested,  then,  is  the  utilization  of  an  additional 

statistic  for  a  more  accurate  interpretation  of  the  data. 

Another  methodological  issue  concerns  the  interpretation  of  curvi- 

linearity.  More  specifically,  how  much  of  a  percentage  difference  is 

necessary  in  order  to  conclude  that  the  linear  relationship  is  no  longer 
evident  and  we  now  have  a  curvilinear  relationship.  In  this  replication 

this  particular  issue  is  crucial  and  has  important  consequences  for  Reiss' 

theory.  Given  a  random  sample  and  a  test  of  significance,  Lenski  notes: 

. . . .we  can  determine  that  the  probability  of  an  error  of  two  percent¬ 
age  points  or  more  is  of  a  certain  magnitude....  The  term  'signifi¬ 
cance  'is  something  of  a  misnomer,  since  these  are  tests  designed  to 
determine  how  likely  it  is  that  a  given  percentage  difference  between 
two  subgroups  in  a  sample  (e.g.,  Jews  and  Catholics)  could  be  entire¬ 
ly  due  to  sampling  error. ^ 

If  we  have  a  true  random  sample  we  can  say  the  probability  of  a  certain 
percentage  difference  being  due  to  sampling  error  or  not.  According  to 
Lenski: 

....tests  of  significance  are  a  poor  substitute  for  the  test  of 
replication.  Judgments  about  social  relationships  are  far  more 
reliable  when  based  on  the  findings  of  two,  three,  four,  or  more 
independent  samples  than  when  based  on  any  single  sample  of  the 
same  size  and  quality.^ 

In  essence,  we  can  conclude  or  draw  from  Lenski' s  discussion  that  if 
the  percentage  differences  are  small  we  should  be  very  cautious  and  fur¬ 
ther  existence  of  thi.s  pattern  is  a  better  criteria  for  judging  its 

accuracy  than  a  test  of  significance. 

In  terms  of  this  replication,  the  very  slight  curvilinearity  found  in 
the  sub— hypo thesis  dealing  with  the  relationship  between  the  number  of 
steadies  and  permissiveness  becomes  of  particular  concern.  Since  we  have 
a  one  percentage  point  difference  which  we  are  basing  the  interpretation 
of  curvilinearity  on,  as  well  as  the  fact  that  our  sample  is  not  truly 
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random  suggests  the  weakness  of  relying  on  such  an  interpretation.  In 
turn,  if  we  question  the  curvilinear ity,  this  casts  Reiss'  formulation 
of  hypothesis  number  two  into  question. 

IMPLICATIONS  FOR  REISS'  THEORY 

Again,  the  expression  of  hypothesis  number  two  is  in  very  abstract 
language.  Even  though  its  formulation  was  primarily  based  on  male-female 
differences  in  relation  to  courtship  and  other  factors  these  differences 
are  not  explicitly  stated.  Consequently,  in  this  instance  the  theory  is 
very  abstract  and  it  becomes  hard  to  see  how  it  emerged  from  the  data  and 
the  data  cannot  confirm  or  disconfirm  hypothesis  number  two.  However, 
since  its  formulation  rested  on  such  differences  and  these  differences 
are  questionable  this  matter  must  be  discussed. 

It  has  already  been  noted  that  the  interpretation  of  curvilinearity 
for  the  females  with  respect  to  the  relationship  between  the  number  of 
steadies  and  permissiveness  is  quite  debateable.  It  could  easily  be 
interpreted  as  a  linear  relationship.  If  such  is  the  case,  what  our 
findings  suggest  is  quite  a  different  picture  of  the  distinction  made 
between  males  and  females  with  respect  to  various  dating  characteristics 

and  premarital  sexual  permissiveness. 

The  relationship  between  (1)  exclusiveness  of  dating,  (2)  number  of 
steadies  (3)  number  of  love  relationships  and  permissiveness  suggested 
male— female  differences  and  thus  Reiss  utilized  such  data  to  formalize 
his  summarizing  hypothesis.  It  seems  that  although  our  data  show  this 
difference  with  respect  to  exclusive  dating  the  other  differences  are  not 
apparent.  Even  the  differences  with  respect  to  the  relationship  between 
exclusiveness  of  dating  and  premarital  sexual  permissiveness  show  the 


J#&  w9,  *1  n»:,.  r,  •»*«  »**»  HI  ■alfcs*: 


■ 


' 


■ 

. 


-77- 


curvilinearity  is  slight  and  may  be  due  to  sampling  error.  Nevertheless, 
it  still  does  not  support  the  notion  that  these  factors  effect  males  and 
females  differently  as  the  group  having  the  highest  percentage  of  highly 
permissive  individuals  was  the  group  having  primarily  exclusive  dating 
habits . 

Our  data  can  be  interpreted  as  offering  little  support  for  the  male- 
female  differences  which  Reiss  found  and  which  led  him  to  formulate 
hypothesis  number  two.  However,  it  should  again  be  stated  that  the  hypo¬ 
thesis  as  stated  is  too  far  removed  to  be  influenced  by  the  data  and 
thus,  cannot  be  confirmed  or  disconfirmed  as  it  is  stated. 

PERSONAL  OBSERVATIONS 

The  major  problems  encountered  by  the  author  which  offer  some  guide¬ 
lines  for  future  research  are  summarized  briefly  as  follows: 

1.  Whenever  a  replication  study  is  planned  the  initial  investigator 
should  be  contacted.  There  are  some  obvious  and  some  not  so  obvious 
reasons  for  this  contact  with  the  author  of  the  work  you  are  attempting 
to  replicate.  Such  interaction  should  offer  advice  and  information 
regarding  (a)  the  feasibility  of  the  replication  or  certain  portions  of 
it,  (b)  information  concerning  the  computer  programs  available  for  the 
computation  of  the  statistics  involved  as  well  as  some  cost  estimates, 

(c)  consultation  and  guidance  in  the  analysis  of  the  data  and  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  a  communication  channel  for  the  exchange  of  relevant  and 
related  data.  In  this  thesis,  as  has  already  been  noted  throughout,  the 
author  was  guilty  of  failing  to  deal  with  these  problems  as  the  original 
investigator  was  not  contacted.  Suffice- to-say  in  any  replication  the 
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initial  investigator  should  be  contacted  in  order  to  avoid  some  of  the 
practical  problems  listed  above. 

2.  A  related  problem  which  offers  some  valuable  implications  of  a 
practical  nature  involves  the  coding  of  the  data.  Considerable  thought 
should  be  given  to  the  cost  of  such  coding  and  a  detailed  plan  outlining 
the  procedures  for  coding  and  its  time-cost  estimate  should  be  an  imme¬ 
diate  concern.  The  scope  of  this  partial  replication  would  have  been 
drastically  reduced  if  an  estimate  would  have  been  made  of  the  amount  of 
coding  procedures  which  would  have  been  necessary  to  achieve  certain 
results.  The  problems  of  coding  were  evident  throughout  this  thesis  and 
their  importance  cannot  be  stressed  enough.  For  example,  hypothesis  num¬ 
ber  three  had  to  be  dropped  from  this  replication  because  the  complica¬ 
tions  involved  with  coding  the  data  were  too  costly  and  had  not  been 
anticipated . 

3.  Another  costly  procedure  is  to  control  by  a  considerable  number 
of  variables  in  order  to  investigate  the  relationship  between  the  two 
variables  of  interest.  Hypothesis  number  one  could  not  be  replicated 
entirely  because  it  involved  many  control  variables.  The  cost  of  such 
analysis  could  not  be  absorbed  by  Professor  Hobart’s  project.  Thus,  such 
problems  as  this  suggest  obvious  implications  for  the  naive  researcner. 

4.  The  initial  replication  with  its  over  zealous  expectations  was 
too  costly  a  venture  within  the  context  of  Professor  Hobart  s  project. 

It  is  felt  that  the  data  dealt  with  produced  some  very  insightful  find¬ 
ings  \  however,  in  terms  of  the  practical  implications  of  this  lesearch 
endeavor,  it  is  important  to  anticipate  the  consequences  and  restrictions 
of  utilizing  someone  elses  data. 
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IMPLICATIONS  FOR  FUTURE  RESEARCH 

One  of  the  major  drawbacks  of  this  research  project  has  been  the 
utilization  of  a  university  population.  It  would  be  valuable  in  any 
future  research  in  this  area  to  select  a  sample  from  a  more  heterogeneous 
population  with  respect  to  the  various  characteristics  under  investiga¬ 
tion.  This  would  enhance  the  scope  of  the  empirical  generalizations  that 
could  be  made. 

In  addition  to  the  remaining  of  Reiss'  hypotheses  not  dealt  with  in 
this  replication,  our  findings  suggest  further  investigation  into  the 
relationship  between  various  dating  characteristics  and  premarital  sexual 
permissiveness  as  has  already  been  noted  at  great  length.  Since  our  data 
suggest  such  strong  support  for  Reiss'  conception  of  the  relationship 
between  an  individual's  self-permissiveness  and  the  perceived  permissive¬ 
ness  of  others,  it  can  be  concluded  that  future  research  may  not  have  to 
deal  with  this  source  of  influences  on  the  formation  of  attitudes  toward 
sex  to  any  great  extent.  Thus,  this  allows  concentration  on  the  verifi¬ 
cation  and  clarification  of  other  related  factors  in  the  formation  of  the 
individual's  attitudes  regarding  sexual  matters. 

Future  research  in  this  area  would  suggest,  to  this  author,  further 
refinement  of  Reiss'  theory  and  the  reduction  of  its  summarizing  hypothe¬ 
ses  to  a  lower  level  of  abstraction  through  the  process  of  inductive 
theorizing.  Taking  into  account  the  findings  of  this  replication  and 
Reiss*  original  should  help  to  lend  credibility  to  this  future  formulation. 
Most  important  to  the  success  of  any  future  research  would  be  to  t  ake  into 
account,  in  the  initial  planning,  the  types  of  problems  that  were  not 
anticipated  in  this  endeavor.  It  is  the  hope  of  this  author  to  utilize 
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Kobart's  data  in  the  future  in  an  attempt  to  avoid  the  practical  prob¬ 
lems  mentioned  and  to  provide  an  analysis  of  the  remaining  relevant  data. 

SUMMARY  STATEMENT 

According  to  Reiss,  his  original  work  had  two  basic  purposes  which 
were:  "(1)  to  develop  and  test  Guttman  Scales  to  measure  premarital  sex¬ 
ual  permissiveness  and  (2)-  to  examine  the  socio-cultural  correlates  of 

3 

premarital  sexual  permissiveness."  In  additinn  he  attempted  to  develop 
a  theoretical  structure  in  the  area  incorporating  his  findings.  In 
essence,  this  replication  has  tested  the  Guttman  Scales  and  found  them 
to  meet  all  the  requirements  of  Guttman  Scales.  Secondly,  the  summarizing 
hypotheses  that  could  be  replicated  received  some  supportive  evidence. 

In  particular,  the  verification  of  hypothesis  number  four,  and  partially 
number  one.  As  a  result  the  theoretical  structure,  or  at  least  that  part 
of  it  which  incorporates  these  particular  findings,  seems  to  be  quite 
adequate  for  the  development  of  sociological  theory  of  premarital  sexual 
permissiveness . 

Although  the  replication  had  hopes  of  going  into  more  aspects  of  the 
original  work  and  into  additional  investigations  beyond  the  goal  of 
replication  such  was  not  the  end  result.  However,  considerable  evidence 
was  found  to,  in  general,  lend  support  to  the  conception  of  the  influ¬ 
encing  factors  in  the  development  of  premarital  sexual  attitudes  as 
presented  by  Ira  Reiss  except  with  regard  to  various  dating  cnaracteris 
tics  and  premarital  sexual  permissiveness. 
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FOOTNOTES 

^Ira  L.  Reiss,  The  Social  Context  of  Premarital  Sexual  Permissiveness 
New  York:  Holt,  Rinehart  and  Winston,  Inc.,  1967,  pp.  89. 

^Ibid . ,  pp .  89 . 

3 

Gerhard  Lenski,  The  Religious  Factor,  New  York:  Doubleday  and  Co., 
1961,  pp.  367. 

^Ibid . ,  pp ,  368 . 

~*0p .  cit .  ,  pp.  13. 
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APPENDIX 

INS IRUCi IONS :  Please  answer  the  questions  as  completely  and  honestly 

as  you  can.  Please  do  not  skip  any  items.  Please  print 
or  write  legibly.  Note  that  this  is  an  anonymous  ques¬ 
tionnaire.  The  assistant  who  gave  you  the  questionnaire 
will  answer  any  questions  that  you  may  have. 

Thank  you  for  your  help.  You  will  doubtless  see  some 
report  on  the  results  of  this  tudy  in  newspapers  or  pop¬ 
ular  magazines,  in  time. 

PART  I  -  BACKGROUND  INFORMATION 


1. 


3. 


4. 

5. 

6 . 


7. 


8. 


9. 


10. 

11. 

12. 


13. 


14. 


Your  sex__ _ 2.  Your  age  (to  nearest  birthday) 

How  many  older  brothers  have  you?  Older  sisters? 

How  many  younger  brothers  have  you?_ _  Younger  sisters? 

Where  were  you  born? 

(village)  (province)  (country) 

Have  you  ever  lived  on  a  farm;  if  so  for  how  long? _ 

How  many  different  neighborhoods,  towns,  cities  had  you  lived  in 
by  the  time  that  you  finished  high  school? _ _ 

Where  did  you  live  the  longest ? _ _  ’ _ 

(village)  (province)  (country) 

How  long  did  you  live  there? _ 

How  large  was  the  population  of  that  community? _ _ _ 

In  what  country  and  province  was  your  father  born?__ _ _ _ 

In  what  country  and  province  was  your  mother  born?__ _ _ _ 

How  many  of  your  grandparents  were  born  in  Canada? _ _ 

What  is  the  occupation  of  your  father  or  male  guardian  or  what 
was  it  when  he  was  last  working?  Please  be  specific,  state  pre¬ 
cisely  the  kind  of  work  that  he  does  or  did._ _ _____________ 


15. 


About  how  many  years  of  schooling  did  your  father  complete? 
Check  one. 


1.  (  )  None 

2.  (  )  1-3  yrs  elementary 

school 

3.  (  )  4-7  years  elementary 

school 

4.  (  )  Completed  elementary 

school  (3  yrs) 


7.  (  )  Some  college  (1-3  yrs) 

8.  (  )  Graduated  from  college 

(4  plus  yrs) 

9.  (  )  Has  at  least  some  post¬ 

graduate  college  credit 

10.  (  )  Other  (explain) _ 


' 


•> 


■ 


. 


* 


-85- 


15.  (con't.) 

5.  (  )  Some  high  school  (1-3  yrs) 

6.  (  )  Graduated  from  high  school  (4  yrs) 

16.  About  how  many  years  of  schooling  did  your  mother  complete? 
Check  one. 


1. 

( 

) 

None 

7. 

( 

) 

Some  college  (1-3  yrs) 

2. 

( 

) 

1-3  years 

elementary 

8. 

( 

) 

Graduated  from  college 

school 

(4  plus  yrs) 

3. 

( 

) 

4-7  years 

elementary 

9. 

( 

) 

Has  at  least  some  post- 

school 

graduate  college  credits 

4. 

( 

) 

Completed 

elementary 

10. 

( 

) 

Other  (explain) 

school  (8 

yrs) 

5. 

( 

) 

Some  high 

school 

(1-3  yrs) 

6. 

( 

) 

Graduated 

from  high 

school  (4 

yrs) 

17.  Did  your  mother  have  a  job  outside  the  home  at  any  time  before 

you  finished  high  school?  If  so  state  precisely  the  kind  of  work 
she  did : _ _ _ _ _ 

If  yes  to  #17: 

18.  About  how  many  years  did  she  work  before  you  finished  high  school? 

19.  About  how  old  were  you  when  she  first  began  working? 

20.  Are  both  of  your  parents  now  living? _  If  not,  which  parent  is 

dead  and  how  long  ago  did  he  or  she  die? _ _ _ 

21.  Are  your  parents  now  living  together? _  If  not,  are  they  perma¬ 
nently  separated?  Divorced? _  How  long  ago  was  the  separation 

or  divorce? 

22.  Has  your  mother  been  married  before  her  present  marriage? _ 

23.  Has  your  father  been  married  before  his  present  marriage? _ 

24.  About  how  old  was  your  father  when  he  was  first  married? _ _ 

25.  About  how  old  was  your  mother  when  she  was  first  married? _ _ 

26.  How  many  married  brothers  do  you  have?  _ _ _ _ _ _ 

27.  How  many  married  sisters? . . . . — - - -  — 

28.  How  many  of  your  sisters— in— law  worked  for  awhile  after  marriage. 

I  have  no  sisters-in-law_ _ _ 

29.  How  many  of  your  sisters-in-law  worked  for  awhile  after  they  had 
children?  I  have  no  sisters-in-law 

30.  What  school  are  you  now  attending?  - __ - 

31.  What  year  in  school  are  you? _ _ _ _ _ _____ — - 
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32.  What  degree  are  you  working  for  now,  or  what  occupation  are  you 

preparing  for?  _ _ 

33 .  What  were  your  average  marks  in  school  at  the  end  of  last  year? 

34.  What  were  your  average  marks  your  last  year  in  high  school? _ 

35.  What  is  your  religion?  (Please  name  specific  denomination) _ 


36. 


37. 


38. 


39. 


40. 


41. 


42. 


43. 


44. 


In  an  average  month,  how  many  times  do  you  attend  church? 


1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 


5. 


(  )  Never  6. 
(  )  Once  or  twice  a  year  7. 
(  )  Once  a  month  8. 
(  )  Twice  a  month  9 . 
(  )  Three  times  a  month 


(  )  Four  times  a  month 
(  )  Five  to  eight  times  a  month 
(  )  Nine  to  12  times  a  month 
(  )  More  than  12  times  a  month 


How  religious  would  you  say  that  you  are?  Very  religious 

Moderately  religious _  Not  very  religious _  Not  at  all 

religious 


How  religious  would  you  say  that  your  father  is?  Very  religious 

Moderately  religious _  Not  very  religious _  Not  at  all 

religious _ _ 


How  religious  would  you  say  that  your  mother  is?  Very  religious 

Moderately  religious _  Not  very  religious _  Not  at  all 

religious 

Including  all  income  from  all  sources,  about  how  much  money  did 
your  parents  make  last  year?  (Check  one) 


1.  Under  2500 

2.  2501  -  4000 

3.  4001  -  5000 

4.  5001  -  6000 

5.  6001  -  7500 


6.  7501  -  9000 

7.  9001  -  11000 

8.  11001  -  15000 

9.  Over  15000 


What  is  your  marital  status?  (Check  one) 

Single  Married _  Divorced  or  separated _ 

(If  married,  skip  to  Question  47) . 


Other  (specify) 


Are  you  a  member  of  a  fraternity? _ 

(Men  only)  Do  you  own  a  car? _  or  have  ready  access  to  one - 

(Women  only)  How  many  of  your  boyfriends  own  a  car?  (Check  one) 


1.  (  )  All  of  them 

2.  (  )  Most  of  them 

3.  (  )  Some 


4.  (  )  A  few 

5.  (  )  None 

6.  (  )  Have  no  boyfriends  now 
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45.  What  are  your  current  living  arrangements?  Do  you:  (Check  one) 

1.  (  )  Live  in  a  dormatory  on  campus 

2.  (  j  Live  at  home  with  your  family 

3.  (  )  Share  a  rented  room  or  rooms  with  room  mate(s) 

4.  (  )  Live  alone  in  rented  room  off  campus 

5.  (  )  Live  alone  in  an  apartment  off  campus 

6.  (  )  Live  in  a  fraternity  house 

7.  (  )  Live  in  the  home  of  a  friend  or  relative 

8.  (  )  Other  (specify)  _ _ _ 

46.  Would  it  be  possible  for  you  to  entertain  an  opposite  sex  person 
for  several  hours  alone  in  your  room?  (Check  one) 


Not  at  allj _ __  Occasionally _  frequently _ _  Anytime  at  all _ 

47.  Are  any  of  your  good  friends  from  school  (high  school  or  other) 

married? _  (If  none  are  married,  skip  to  Question  No.  52) 

If  yes  to  #47: 

48.  How  many  of  them?  All  of  them _ Most  of  them _ Some _ _  A  few 

of  them  None  of  them 


49.  In  how  many  cases  did  the  wife  work  after  marriage? 

All  of  them  Most  of  them  Some _  A  few  of  them  None  of 

them 


50. 


51. 


52. 


53. 


How  many  of  these  married  friends  now  have  children? 

All  of  them _ Most  of  them _  Some _ A  few  of  them None  of 

them  ___ 

In  how  many  cases  did  the  wife  work  after  children  arrived? 

All  of  them _ Most  of  them _  Sorae_ A  few  of  them _  None  of 

them 

How  do  you  rate  yourself  in  attractiveness  to  the  other  sex? 
(Check  one) 


1.  (  )  Quite  attractive 

2.  (  )  Fairly 

3.  (  )  Attractive  or  inter¬ 

esting  to  some 


4.  (  )  Not  very  attractive 

5.  (  )  Generally,  it  seems  not 

attractive 


In  the  high  school  which  you  attended  most  or  all  of  the  time, 
how  would  you  describe  its  usual  atmosphere  with  regard  to  ex¬ 
pression  of  interest  or  affection  between  girl  and  boy  students? 
(Check  one) 


1 


2.  (  )  Somewhat  lenient:  occasionally  this  was  tolerated,  espe¬ 

cially  perhaps  at  dances  or  mixed  parties 

3.  (  )  Confused  policies  and  behavior:  occasionally  or  for  a 

time  lenient,  but  then  strict  standards  against  holding 

hands  or  kissing  enforced 


' 
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53.  (Con’t.) 

4.  (  )  Preuty  strict:  early  dating  discouraged,  and  even  holding 

hands  except  at  dances  strongly  discouraged,  etc. 

5.  (  )  Very  stLict:  strong  penalties  for  all  show  of  affection 

around  the  school  during  all  school  hours,  almost  everyone 
kept  in  line 


PART  II  -  DATING  AND  COURTSHIP  RELATIONS 

1.  How  old  were  you  when  you  first  began  dating  members  of  the 
opposite  sex?__ 

2.  Are  you  at  present:  (Check  one) 


(a) 

Unattached 

(f) 

Engaged 

(b) 

Going  fairly  regularly 

(g) 

Married 

(c) 

with  one  person 

(h) 

Divorced  or  separated 

Going  steady 

(i) 

Other 

(d) 

In  love 

(e) 

Pinned  (for  college  students 

only) 

3.  Counting  the  relationship  (if  any)  marked  above,  have  you  gone 
fairly  regularly  with  one  person,  short  of  going  steady? 

If  yes: 

(a)  Number  of  times  _ 

(b)  Duration  in  months  of  each 

(c)  Ages  at  occurrence 

4.  Counting  the  relationship  marked  above,  have  you  ever  gone 

steady? _ _ __  If  yes: 

(a)  Number  of  times  _ 

(b)  Duration  in  months  of  each  _ _ _ _ _ 

(c)  Ages  at  occurrence  _ _  _______ 

'5.  Counting  the  above-marked  relationship,  have  you  been  pinned?_ 
If  yes: 

(a)  Number  of  times _ _ 

(b)  Duration  in  months  of  each  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

(c)  Ages  at  occurrence _ _ _ _ _ _ 

6.  Counting  the  above-marked  relationship,  have  you  been  engaged?^ 
If  yes: 

(a)  Number  of  times 

(b)  Duration  in  months  of  each _ '  _ 

(c)  Ages  at  occurrence _ _ _ _  ' 


. 
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7.  Have  you  been  in  love?  If  yes: 

(a)  Number  of  times _ 

(b)  Duration  in  months  of  each  _ 

(c)  Ages  at  occurrence  _ 

8.  On  the  average,  how  many  times  per  month  do  you  date  now? 

9.  At  what  age  did  you  begin  dating? . 

(a)  At  what  age  did  you  begin  single  dating? 

(b)  At  what  age  did  you  begin  dating  regularly,  short  of  going 

steady  ? _ _ _ 

(c)  At  what  age  did  you  begin  dating  in  cars?_ _ _ _ 

(d)  Would  you  say  that  most  of  your  dating  activities  have  been 
restricted  to: 

(1)  _ "Playing  the  field" 

(2)  _ Dating  particular  individuals  fairly  regularly 

(3)  About  half  and  half 

10.  Some  young  people  today  experience  dif f iculties  with  their  parents 
and  some  get  along  well  with  them.  How  would  you  describe  your 
relationship  with  your  father: 


(1) 

Very  warm  and  close 

(4) 

Rather  cool  and 

distant 

(2) 

Rather  warm  and  close 

(5) 

Definitely  cool 

and 

(3) 

Casual 

distant 

11.  How  would  you  describe  your  relationship  with  your  mother? 

(1)  Very  warm  and  close  (4) _ Rather  cool  and  distant 

(2)  Rather  warm  and  close  (5) _ Definitely  cool  and 

(3)  Casual  distant 

12.  Which  phrase  below  best  characterizes  most  of  your  relations  with 


your 

family? 

(1) 

Very  happy 

(4) 

Somewhat  dissatisfactory 

(2) 

Happy 

(5) 

Unhappy 

(3) 

Somewhat  satisfactory 

(6) 

Very  unhappy 

13.  Do  you  feel  for  the  most  part  that  your  life  goals  are  being 

achieved  or  not  being  achieved  ? 

PLEASE  CIRCLE  THE  DEGREE  OE  AGREEMENT  OR  DISAGREEMENT  you  have  with 
the  following  statements  concerning  love  relationships  between  men  and 

women . 

14.  True  love  leads  to  almost  perfect  happiness.  AGREE:  (1)  Strong 

(2)  Medium  (3)  Slight.  DISAGREE:  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium 

(3)  Slight. 

15.  There  is  only  one  real  love  for  a  person.  AGREE:  (1)  Strong 

(2)  Medium  (3)  Slight.  DISAGREE:  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium 

(3)  Slight. 
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16.  True  love  is  known  at  once  by  the  people  involved.  AGREE: 

(1)  Strong  (2)  Medium  (3)  Slight.  DISAGREE:  (1)  Strong 

(2)  Medium  (3)  Slight 

17.  Even  though  one’s  past  love  affair  was  not  as  strong  as  the 

present  one,  it  may  still  have  been  a  real  love  relationship. 
AGREE:  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium  (3)  Slight.  DISAGREE: 

(1)  Strong  (2)  Medium  (3)  Slight. 

18.  Doubt  may  enter  into  real  love.  AGREE:  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium 

(3)  Slight.  DISAGREE:  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium  (3)  Slight. 

19.  True  love  will  last  forever.  AGREE:  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium 
(3)  Slight.  DISAGREE:  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium  (3)  Slight. 

20.  Conflict  can  be  part  of  real  love.  AGREE  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium 
(3)  Slight.  DISAGREE:  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium  (3)  Slight. 

21.  When  one  is  in  love,  the  person  whom  he  loves  becomes  the  only 
goal  in  his  life.  One  lives  almost  solely  for  the  other.  AGREE: 

(1)  Strong  (2)  Medium  (3)  Slight.  DISAGREE:  (1)  Strong 

(2)  Medium  (3)  Slight. 

22.  (a)  Assume  you  are  engaged  to  be  married.  How  far  do  you  believe 

it  is  proper  to  go  sexually?  (1) _ Kissing  (2) _ Petting 

(3)  _ Full  sexual  relations 

(b)  How  far  do  you  believe  it  is  proper  for  your  partner  to  go? 
(1) _ Kissing  (2) JPetting  (3) _ Full  sexual  relations 

23.  How  would  you  describe  your  home  training  and  discipline?  (Check 
one) 

1.  (  )  Exceedingly  strict  or  harsh 

2.  (  )  Firm  but  not  harsh — consistent 

3.  (  )  Lenient,  usually  allowed  my  own  way 

4.  (  )  Irregular  or  unreliable,  sometimes  strict,  sometimes 

lenient 

PART  III 

INSTRUCTIONS:  Please  keep  in  mind  that  we  are  not  interested  in  your 

behavior  or  in  your  acceptance  of  other  peoples  behavior,  but 
in  the  values  and  standards  wnich  you  personally  hold. 

After  each  question  you  will  find  six  choices.  First  decide 
whether  you  agree  or  disagree  with  the  view  expressed.  Then 
circle  the  degree  of  your  agreement  or  disagreement  with  the 
views  expressed  in  the  situations  described  below.  Do  not  feel 
that  you  have  to  check  the  same  degree  of  agreement  or  disagree¬ 
ment  for  both  parties  involved  in  each  situation,  since  it  may 
happen  that  what  you  feel  is  acceptable  for  one  person  you  may 
not  feel  is  acceptable  for  the  other  in  that  situation.  Thus, 
you  may  check  them  the  same  way  or  differently. 
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PART  III  (Con't.) 

In  order  to  be  clear  about  the  usage  of  certain  terms  we  will  define 
them  as  follows: 

PETTING:  Sexually  stimulating  behavior  more  intimate  than  kissing 

and  simple  hugging,  but  not  including  full  sexual  relations  (to  be 
used  this  way  throughout  the  questionnaire) . 

STRONG  AFFECTION:  Affection  which  is  stronger  than  physical  at¬ 
traction  or  average  fondness  or  "liking,"  but  less  strong  than  the 
emotional  state  which  you  would  call  love. 

LOVE:  The  emotional  state  which  is  more  intense  than  strong 

affection  and  which  you  would  define  as  love. 

WE  REALIZE  THAT  MANY  OF  YOU  ARE  TOLERANT  TOWARD  WHAT  OTHER  PEOPLE  DO 
OR  BELIEVE  IN  THIS  SECTION,  HOWEVER,  WE  ARE  NOT  INTERESTED  IN  WHETHER 
OR  NOT  YOU  TOLERATE  OTHER  PEOPLES'  ACTIONS  AND  BELIEFS.  PLEASE  ANSWER 
THESE  QUESTIONS  ON  THE  BASIS  OF  HOW  YOU  FEEL  TOWARD  THE  VIEWS  EXPRES¬ 
SED.  Circle  the  response  which  expresses  your  feelings. 

1.  I  believe  that  kissing  is  acceptable  for  the  male  before  marriage 
if  he  is  engaged  to  be  married. 

AGREE:  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium  (3)  Slight 

DISAGREE:  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium  (3)  Slight 

2.  I  believe  that  kissing  is  acceptable  for  the  male  before  marriage 
when  he  is  in  love. 

AGREE:  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium  (3)  Slight 

DISAGREE:  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium  (3)  Slight 

3.  I  believe  that  kissing  is  acceptable  for  the  male  before  marriage 

when  he  feels  strong  affection  for  his  partner. 

AGREE:  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium  (3)  Slight 

DISAGREE:  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium  (3)  Slight 

4.  I  believe  that  kissing  is  acceptable  for  the  male  before  marriage 
when  he  is  not  particularly  affectionate  toward  his  partner. 

AGREE:  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium  (3)  Slight 

DISAGREE:  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium  (3)  Slight 

5.  I  believe  that  petting  is  acceptable  for  the  male  before  marriage 
when  he  is  engaged  to  be  married. 

AGREE:  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium  (3)  Slight 

DISAGREE:  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium  (3)  Slight 

6.  I  believe  that  petting  is  acceptable  for  the  male  before  marriage 
when  he  is  in  love. 

AGREE:  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium  (3)  Slight 

DISAGREE:  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium  (3)  Slight 
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7.  I  believe  that  petting  is  acceptable  for  the  male  before  marriage 
when  he  feels  strong  affection  for  his  partner! 

AGREE:  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium  (3)  Slight 

DISAGREE:  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium  (3)  Slight 

8.  I  believe  that  petting  is  acceptable  for  the  male  before  marriage 

when  he  is  not  particularly  affectionate  toward  his  partner. 
AGREE:  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium  (3)  Slight 

DISAGREE:  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium  (3)  Slight 

9.  I  believe  that  full  sexual  relations  is  acceptable  for  the  male 
before  marriage  when  he  is  engaged  to  be  married. 

AGREE:  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium  (3)  Slight 

DISAGREE:  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium  (3)  Slight 

10.  I  believe  that  full  sexual  relations  is  acceptable  for  the  male 
before  marriage  when  he  is  in  love. 

AGREE:  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium  (3)  Slight 

DISAGREE:  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium  (3)  Slight 

11.  I  believe  that  full  sexual  relations  is  acceptable  for  the  male 

before  marriage  when  he  feels  strong  affection  for  his  partner. 
AGREE:  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium  (3)  Slight 

DISAGREE:  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium  (3)  Slight 

12.  I  believe  that  full  sexual  relations  is  acceptable  for  the  male 
before  marriage  when  he  is  not  particularly  affectionate  for  his 
partner. 

AGREE:  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium  (3)  Slight 

DISAGREE:  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium  (3)  Slight 

13.  I  believe  that  full  sexual  relations  is  acceptable  for  the  male 
before  marriage  when  there  is  no  particular  affection  and  that 
this  type  of  relationship  is  just  about  as  acceptable  as  full 
sexual  relations  which  involve  strong  affection  or  love. 

AGREE:  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium  (3)  Slight 

DISAGREE:  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium  (3)  Slight 

14.  I  believe  that  kissing  is  acceptable  for  the  female  before  mar¬ 
riage  when  she  is  engaged  to  be  married. 

AGREE:  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium  (3)  Slight 

DISAGREE:  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium  (3)  Slight 

15.  I  believe  that  kissing  is  acceptable  for  the  female  before  mar¬ 
riage  when  she  is  in  love. 

AGREE:  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium  (3)  Slight 

DISAGREE:  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium  (3)  Slight 

16.  I  believe  that  kissing  is  acceptable  for  the  female  before  mar¬ 
riage  when  she  feels  strong  affection  for  her  partner. 

AGREE:  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium  (3)  Slight 

DISAGREE:  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium  (3)  Slight 
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17.  I  believe  that  kissing  is  acceptable  for  the  female  before  marriage 
when  she  is  not  particularly  affectionate  toward  her  partner. 

AGREE:  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium  (3)  Slight 

DISAGREE:  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium  (3)  Slight 

18.  I  believe  that  petting  is  acceptable  for  the  female  before  marriage 
when  she  is  engaged  to  be  married. 

AGREE:  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium  (3)  Slight 

DISAGREE:  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium  (3)  Slight 

19.  I  believe  that  petting  is  acceptable  for  the  female  before  marriage 
when  she  is  in  love. 

AGREE:  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium  (3)  Slight 

DISAGREE:  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium  (3)  Slight 

20.  I  believe  that  petting  is  acceptable  for  the  female  before  marriage 
when  she  feels  strong  affection  for  her  partner. 

AGREE:  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium  (3)  Slight 

DISAGREE:  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium  (3)  Slight 

21.  I  believe  that  petting  is  acceptable  for  the  female  before  marriage 
when  she  is  not  particularly  affectionate  toward  her  partner. 

AGREE:  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium  (3)  Slight 

DISAGREE:  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium  (3)  Slight 

22.  I  believe  that  full  sexual  relations  is  acceptable  for  the  female 
before  marriage  when  she  is  engaged  to  be  married. 

AGREE:  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium  (3)  Slight 

DISAGREE:  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium  (3)  Slight 

23.  I  believe  that  full  sexual  relations  is  acceptable  for  the  female 
before  marriage  when  she  is  in  love. 

AGREE:  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium  (3)  Slight 

DISAGREE:  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium  (3)  Slight 

24.  I  believe  that  full  sexual  relations  is  acceptable  for  the  female 

before  marriage  when  she  feels  strong  affection  for  her  partner. 
AGREE:  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium  (3)  Slight 

DISAGREE:  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium  (3)  Slight 

25.  I  believe  that  full  sexual  relations  is  acceptable  for  the  female 
before  marriage  when  she  is  not  particularly  affectionate  for  her 
partner. 

AGREE:  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium  (3)  Slight 

DISAGREE:  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium  (3)  Slight 

26.  I  believe  that  full  sexual  relations  is  acceptable  foi  the  female 
before  marriage  xMien  there  is  no  particular  affection  and  that 
this  type  of  relationship  is  just  about  as  acceptable  as  full 
sexual  relations  which  involve  strong  affection  oi  love. 

AGREE:  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium  (3)  Slight 

DISAGREE:  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium  (3)  Slight 


(Part  III  concluded  next  page) 
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Part  III  (Conclusion) 

After  you  have  cojnpleted  the  questions  above,  place  an  X  beside  the 
one  statement  in  the  male  list  and  the  one  statement  in  the  female 
list  which  you  feel  most  nearly  expresses  how  far  you  feel  the  male 
should  go  and  how  far  you  feel  the  female  should  go. 


PART  IV 

1.  (a)  Explain  briefly  in  the  space  provided  below  your  reasons 

for  choosing  the  two  statements  beside  which  you  placed  an  X 
above.  Why  do  you  think  they  were  good? 

(b)  Briefly  state  your  reasons  against  those  statements  for 
both  male  and  female  which  you  rejected  above.  Why  do  you  think 
they  were  not  good,  or  why  do  you  think  they  were  wrong? 


2.  (a)  How  do  you  feel  your  standards  compare  with  those  of  your 

parents? 

Mother’s  Standards  Father's  Standards 


(1) 

Very  similar 

(1) 

Very  similar 

(2) 

Similar 

(2) 

Similar 

(3) 

Somewhat  similar 

(3) 

Somewhat  similar 

(4) 

Somewhat  dissimilar 

(4) 

Somewhat  dissimilar 

(5) 

Dissimilar 

(5) 

Dissimilar 

(6) 

Very  dissimilar 

(6) 

Very  dissimilar 

(b)  If  at  all  dissimilar,  do  you  feel  your  standards  are  more 
or  less  strict  than  those  of  your  parents? 


3.  (a)  How  do  you  feel  your  standards  compare  with  those  standards 

of  others  your  own  age? 

(1)  Very  similar  (4) _ Somewhat  dissimilar 

(2) ” Similar  (5)  Dissimilar 

(3)  Somewhat  similar  (6)  Very  dissimilar 

(b)  If  at  all  dissimilar,  do  you  feel  your  standards  are  more 
or  less  strict  than  those  of  others  your  own  age? 
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4.  (a)  How  do  you  feel  your  standards  compare  with  those  standards 


of 

your  very  close  friends? 

(1) 

Very  similar 

(4) 

Somewhat  dissimilar 

(2) 

Similar 

(5) 

Dissimilar 

(3) 

Somewhat  similar 

(6) 

Very  dissimilar 

5.  I  believe  that  there  is  something  basically  nasty  and  dirty  about 
most  sex  before  marriage.  (Circle  one  only) 

AGREE:  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium  (3)  Slight 

DISAGREE:  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium  (3)  Slight 

6.  (a)  Men  should  be  allowed  more  freedom  than  women  in  sexual  be¬ 
havior  before  marriage.  How  do  you  feel  about  this  attitude? 
(Circle  one) 

AGREE:  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium  (3)  Slight 

DISAGREE:  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium  (3)  Slight 

(b)  If  you  agreed  with  the  above  statement,  did  you  do  so  be¬ 
cause  you  feel  that  this  is  the  way  the  world  is  and  it’s  too 
difficult  to  change?  _ 


7.  (a)  Men  and  women  should  be  allowed  to  participate  equally  in 

sex  in  accordance  with  the  same  standard.  How  do  you  feel  about 
this  attitude?  (Circle  one) 

AGREE:  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium  (3)  Slight 

DISAGREE:  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium  (3)  Slight 

(b)  If  you  disagreed  with  this  statement,  was  it  because  you 
feel  it  is  morally  wrong  or  because  you  feel  it  is  too  difficult 
to  change  the  way  the  world  is? _ ____________ _ _ 


8 .  Are  you  happy  with  or  satisfied  with  the  social  codes  and  stan¬ 
dards  of  our  society  on  pre-marital  sexual  relationships? 

Yes  No _  Uncertain _ 

9.  If  'no'  or  ’uncertain* 1 2 3  are  you  dissatisfied  or  critical  about 
some  of  these  codes  because  they  appear  to  you  to  be  (check  one) : 

(1)  _ Confusing  (4) _ Hypocritical 

(2)  _ Unjust  or  unfair  to  human  (5)  Other  (specify) _ 

nature  _ _ _ _ 

(3)  _ Narrow-minded  or  bigoted 

10.  Are  you  confused  as  to  what  is  right  and  wrong  with  respect  to 

pre-marital  sexual  relationships?  . 

Yes  No  Uncertain 


■ 


, 
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11.  Do  you  believe  the  churches  (or  synagogues)  in  their  teaching  and 
standards  provide  a  satisfactory  and  realistic  guide  for  one's  be¬ 
havior  with  respect  to  the  other  sex? 

Yes _  No  Uncertain 


12.  If  'no'  to  above,  do  you  consider  them  to  be  (Check  one): 


a) 

Impractical  or  unrealistic 

(5) 

Hypocritical 

(2) 

Outdated 

(6) 

I'm  uncertain  as  to  what 

(3) 

Inconsistent 

they  are 

(4) 

Narrow-minded 

(7) 

Other  (specify) 

13.  Which  of  the  following  statements  is  true  for  you: 

(1)  _ I  used  to  try  to  stick  to  the  churches'  teachings  on  pre¬ 

marital  behavior,  but  lately  I've  quit  trying 

(2)  _ I  have  always  and  still  now  try  to  follow  the  churches' 

teaching  on  sex 

(3)  _ Neither  in  the  past,  nor  today,  do  I  attempt  to  adhere  to 

the  churches'  teachings  on  pre-marital  behavior 


PART  V 

The  following  statements  deal  with  various  ways  in  which  husbands  and 
wives  may  play  their  parts  in  marriage.  Please  respond  to  all  of  the 
statements;  we  are  interested  in  your  attitudes  towards  both  the  hus¬ 
band's  and  the  wife's  activities.  Ansx^er  by  writing  a  number  in  the 
( _ ),  according  to  the  following  key: 

Strong  -  6 
AGREE:  Medium  -  5 
Slight  -  4 

IN  MY  MARRIAGE  I  EXPECT: 

( _ )  1.  That  if  there  is  a  difference  of  opinion,  the  husband  will 

decide  x-zhere  to  live. 

( _ )  2.  The  husband  to  help  with  the  housework  even  if  the  wife  does 

not  work  outside  the  home. 

( _ )  3.  The  wife  to  combine  motherhood  and  a  career  if  that  proves 

possible . 

(  )  4.  The  husband  to  be  the  "boss"  who  says  what  is  to  be  done  and 

what  is  not  to  be  done. 

(  )  5.  The  husband  to  leave  the  care  of  the  children  entirely  up  to 

the  wife  when  they  are  babies. 

(  )  6.  The  husband  to  be  as  interested  in  spending  time  with  the 

girls  as  with  the  boys  in  our  family. 


Strong  -  1 
DISAGREE:  Medium  -  2 
Slight  -  3 


. 


' 


■ 
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^ ^  7 '  1Tna^  lf  the  wife  Prefers  a  career  to  having  children,  the 
.  husband  will  accept  that  decision  and  cooperate, 

- ^  bor  t:^-e  m°st  successful  family  living  both  husband  and 

wife  will  need  more  than  a  high  school  education. 

^ ^  9‘  Wl11  be  more  important  for  the  wife  to  be  a  good  cook  and 

ousekeeper  than  to  be  an  attractive,  interesting  companion. 

^  19 *  TJiat  tbe  femify  "schedule"  such  as  when  meals  are  served  and 
wnen  the  television  can  be  turned  on  will  be  determined  by 
the  husband's  wishes  and  working  hours. 

^ ^  33  *  f°th  the  husband  and  wife  will  share  the  responsibility  for 
work  in  the  home  if  both  work  outside  the  home. 

( - )  12  *  If  the  husband  is  a  good  worker,  respectable  and  faithful  to 

his  family,  other  personal  characteristics  are  of  consider¬ 
ably  less  importance. 

( _ )  13 •  Xt  wiH  be  more  important  that  the  wife  have  a  good  family 

background  than  that  she  have  a  compatible  personality  and 
get  along  well  with  people. 

( _ )  1^*  Tbat  almost  all  money  matters  will  be  decided  by  the  husband. 

^ _ )  15  •  That-  tne  husband  and  wife  shall  have  equal  privileges  in  such 

things  as  going  out  at  night. 

(  )  lb.  That  the  husband's  major  responsibility  to  our  children  will 

be  to  make  a  good  living,  provide  a  home  and  make  them  mind. 

( _ )  17 •  That  since  doing  things  like  laundry,  cleaning,  and  child 

care  are  "woman's  work,"  the  husband  will  feel  no  responsi¬ 
bility  for  them. 

( _ )  18.  That  if  the  husband  helps  with  the  housework,  the  wife  will 

help  outside  with  chores  such  as  keeping  the  yard,  painting 
or  repairing  the  house. 

( _ _)  19.  That  the  husband  and  wife  will  have  equal  voice  in  decisions 

affecting  the  family  as  a  whole. 

( _ )  20.  That  after  marriage  the  wife  will  forget  an  education  and 

make  a  home  for  the  husband. 

21.  What  decision  would  you  press  for  if  in  your  marriage  the  wife  had 
the  opportunity  to  take  a  higher  ranking  or  higher  paying  job  than 
the  husband's  job?  (Both  men  and  women  answer) _ 


Why? 


I 

■ 
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IN  MY 
(  ) 

( _ ) 

( _ ) 

( _ ) 

( _ ) 

(_> 
( _ ) 

(  ) 
30. 


31. 


Strong  -  6 
AGREE:  Medium  -  5 
Slight  -  4 


DISAGREE; 


Slight  -  3 
Medium  -  2 
Strong  -  1 


MARRIAGE  I  EXPECT: 

22.  The  wife  to  work  outside  the  home  if  she  enjoys  working 
more  than  staying  at  home. 

23.  That  both  the  husband  and  the  wife  will  concern  themselves 
equally  with  the  social  and  emotional  development  of  the 
children. 

24.  It  will  be  just  as  important  for  the  husband  to  be  congenial, 
love  and  enjoy  his  family  as  to  earn  a  good  living. 

25.  That  it  will  be  the  husband’s  responsibility  and  privilege 
to  choose  where  we  will  go  and  what  we  will  do  when  we  go 
out . 

26.  That  it  will  be  equally  as  important  for  the  wife  to  be 
affectionate  and  understanding  as  to  be  thrifty  and  skillful 
in  housekeeping. 

27.  For  the  wife  to  manage  her  time  so  that  she  can  show  a  gen¬ 
uine  interest  in  what  our  children  do. 

28.  That  where  husband  and  wife  are  both  professionals,  in  cases 
of  conflict  the  husband's  career  will  take  precedence  over 
the  wife's  career. 

29.  That  the  wife  will  let  the  husband  tell  her  how  to  vote. 

What  do  you  believe  is  the  ideal  number  of  children  for  a  family 

to  have?  _ 

How  do  you  feel  about  the  wife's  working  following  your  marriage? 

(Check  one) 

(1) _  I  would  approve  of  her  working  only  before  we  have  children. 

(2)  I  would  not  approve  of  her  working  under  any  circumstances. 

(3)  I  would  approve  of  her  working  whether  we  have  young  child¬ 
ren  at  home  or  not. 

(4)  I  would  approve  only  if  we  needed  the  money  and  as  long  as 
we  have  no  children. 

(5)  (Men  only)  I  would  leave  the  decision  completely  to  my  wife. 

(6)  '  '  ’(Women  only)  I  would  leave  the  decision  completely  to  my 

husband . 

(7)  Other.  (Specify)  — - - 


'  : 


, 


' 


' 
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32.  Under  which,  of  the  following  conditions  do  you  believe  it  is 
acceptable  for  a  married  couple  to  obtain  a  divorce?  (Check  one 
or  more) 

(1)  bf  the  couple  no  longer  love  each  other  and  are  not  happy 
together,  even  if  there  are  children. 

(2) _ _ If  the  couple  no  longer  love  each  other  and  are  not  happy 

together,  and  there  are  no  children. 

(3)  _ If  the  couple  fight  and  are  beginning  to  hate  each  other, 

even  if  there  are  children. 

(4) _ _ Only  if  the  children  were  suffering  from  the  unhappy 

marriage . 

(5)  _ If  the  couple  fight  and  are  beginning  to  hate  each  other, 

and  there  are  no  children. 

(6)  _ I  believe  that  divorce  is  never  justified. 

33.  Are  there  any  circumstances  under  which  you  believe  a  married 

couple  should  get  a  divorce?  If  yes,  please  describe  the 

circumstances? 


PART  VI 

1.  Think  of  the  things  which  are  most  important  to  you.  Which  three 
of  the  following  are  the  most  important  to  you  in  the  long  run? 
Please  number  your  choices  in  order  of  preference:  1st,  2nd,  3rd. 

(a)  _ Making  money  and  buying  things 

(b)  _ Doing  things  for  other  people 

(c)  _ Keeping  healthy  and  fit 

(d)  Politics  or  community  affairs 

(e)  _ Religious  activities 

(f)  _ Being  liked  and  respected  by  others 

(g)  Being  highly  skilled  at  work  I  enjoy  doing 

(h)  _ Being  a  just  and  honest  person 

(i)  Family  ties  and  relationships 

( j )  Being  independent  and  one's  own  boss 

2.  If  you  had  a  great  deal  of  money,  would  you  study  as  hard  as  you 

do  now?  Are  you  pretty  sure  of  that?  Very  sure _  Fairly 

sure_  _ Not  too  sure 

3.  Would  you  say  that  the  WORST  thing  about  being  sick  is  that  your 

work  does  not  get  done?_ _ 

4.  Would  you  say  that  you  work  like  a  slave  at  everything  you  do 

until  you  are  satisfied  with  the  results?__ _  Are  you  pretty 

sure  of  that?  Very  sure _ Fairly  sure_ _ Not  too  sure _ ; _ 


« 


' 
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5.  Would  you  say  that  it  is  all  right  for  a  man  to  take  off  from  work 
now  and ^ then  if  there  is  something  else  he  would  rather  do? ' 

Do  you  feel  pretty  strongly  about  that?  Very  strongly  Fairly' 
strongly  _  Not  too  strongly  '  ^  ' - 

6.  hould  you  say  that  most  people- spend  too  much  time  working  and  not 

enough  time  enjoying  life?_ _  Do  you  feel  pretty  strongly  about 

that?  Very  strongly  Fairly  strongly  Not  too  strongly 

Respond  to  the  following  items  by  writing  a  number  in  the  (  )  accord¬ 
ing  to  the  following  key:  ' 


( 

) 

( 

) 

( 

) 

( 

) 

( 

) 

( 

) 

( 

) 

( 

) 

( 

) 

IN 

MY 

( 

) 

( 

) 

( 

) 

( 

) 

( 

) 

( 

) 

( 

) 

( 

) 

Strong  -  6  Slight  -  3 

AGREE:  Medium  -  5  DISAGREE:  Medium  -  2 

Slight  -  4  Strong  -  1 

7.  A  child  should  be  required  to  consult  his  parents  before 
making  any  kind  of  decision. 

8.  A  child  should  not  plan  to  enter  any  occupation  his  parents 
don't  approve  of. 

9.  It  is  wicked  for  children  to  disobey  their  parents. 

10.  A  good  way  to  discipline  a  child  is  to  shame  him  before  his 
playmates . 

11.  Children  should  fear  their  parents  to  some  degree. 

12.  A  child  should  always  accept  the  decision  of  his  parents. 

13.  Parents  should  never  enter  a  child’s  room  without  his 
permission. 

14.  It  is  best  to  give  children  the  impression  that  parents  have 
no  faults. 

15.  Children  should  often  be  allowed  to  have  their  own  way. 

MARRIAGE,  I  EXPECT: 

16.  That  if  the  wife  can  cook,  sew,  keep  house,  and  care  for 
children  any  other  kind  of  education  for  her  is  unnecessary. 

17.  That  having  compatible  personalities  will  be  considerably 
less  important  to  us  than  such  characteristics  as  being 
religious,  honest,  and  hard-working. 

18.  It  will  be  only  natural  that  the  husband  will  be  the  one 
concerned  about  politics  and  what  is  going  on  in  the  world. 

19.  The  wife  to  accept  the  fact  that  the  husband  will  devote 
most  of  his  time  to  getting  ahead  and  becoming  a  success. 

20.  That  the  wife  will  generally  prefer  talking  about  something 
like  clothes,  places  to  go,  and  "women’s  interests"  to 
talking  about  complicated  international  and  economic  affairs. 

21.  The  wife  to  stay  at  home  to  care  for  the  husband  and  children 
instead  of  using  time  attending  club  meetings,  and  entertain¬ 
ment  outside  the  home. 

22.  That  since  the  husband  must  earn  a  living,  he  can’t  be  ex¬ 
pected  to  take  time  to  "play"  with  the  children. 

23.  That  an  education  is  important  for  the  wife  whether  or  not 
she  works  outside  the  home. 


.  ■ 
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( 

) 

24. 

( 

) 

25. 

( 

) 

26. 

( 

) 

27. 

( 

) 

28. 

( 

) 

29. 

( 

) 

30. 

( 

) 

31. 

( 

\ 

32. 

( 

) 

33. 

( 

) 

34. 

( 

) 

35. 

( 

) 

36. 

37.  About 
Beer? 


That  the  wife  will  keep  herself  informed  and  active  in  the 
work  of  the  community. 

That  it  is  the  wife's  job  rather  than  the  husband's  to  set 
a  good  example  and  see  that  our  family  goes  to  church. 

It  will  be  more  important  that  the  husband  is  ambitious  and 
a  good  provider  than  that  he  is  kind,  understanding  and  gets 
along  well  with  people. 

To  fit  the  wife's  life  to  the  husband's. 

That  managing  and  planning  for  spending  money  will  be  shared 
in  by  husband  and  wife. 

The  husband  to  manage  his  time  so  that  he  will  be  able  to 
share  in  the  care  of  the  children. 

That  we  will  permit  the  children  to  share,  according  to 
their  abilities,  with  the  parents  in  making  family  decisions. 
The  husband  to  help  wash  or  dry  dishes  most  of  the  time. 

The  husband  to  be  entirely  responsible  for  earning  the 
living  for  our  family. 

That  staying  at  home  with  the  children  will  be  the  wife's 
duty  rather  than  the  husband's. 

The  husband  to  make  most  of  the  decisions  concerning  the 
children  such  as  where  they  will  go  and  what  they  may  do. 

That  it  will  be  exclusively  the  wife's  duty  to  do  the  cook¬ 
ing  and  keeping  the  house. in  order. 

That  the  husband  will  forget  about  an  education  after  he  is 
married  and  support  his  wife. 

how  many  times  during  the  past  30  days  have  you  consumed: 
Wine?  Hard  liquor  (whiskey,  vodka,  gin,  etc. )? 


IN  MY  MARRIAGE,  I  EXPECT: 


(  )  38. 


( _ )  39. 

( _ )  40. 

(  )  41. 


(  )  42. 


( _ )  43. 

( _ )  44. 

(  )  45. 


That  the  husband  and  wife  will  share  household  taskes  accord¬ 
ing  to  individual  interests  and  abilities  rather  than  accord¬ 
ing  to  "woman's  work"  and  "man's  work." 

The  husband  to  earn  a  good  living  if  he  expects  love  and 
respect  from  his  family. 

Whether  or  not  the  wife  works  will  be  largely  the  husband's 
decision. 

As  our  children  grow  up  the  boys  will  be  more  uhe  husband  s 
responsibility  while  the  girls  will  be  tne  wife  s  responsi 
bility . 

That  the  wife  will  take  full  responsibility  for  care  and. 
training  of  our  children  so  that  my  husband  can  devote  his 

time  to  his  work. 

The  wife  to  gracefully  accept  whatever  money  the  husband 
feels  that  he  can  give  her. 

My  children  to  be  planned  with  the  aid  of  birth  control 
devices • 

That  money  will  be  spent  to  provide  comforts  and  enjoyments, 
rather  than  saved. 


.  ■ 
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46.  In  my  marriage  I  want  the  wife  to  be  (Men  and  women  check  one): 

(1) „ _ -Housewife  and  mother  to  our  children  only. 

(2)  _ Employed  at  productive  and  interesting  work,  but  only  after 

the  children  are  in  high  school. 

(3)  Able  to  pursue  a  work  career,  with  children  taken  care  of  by 
babysitters  as  necessary. 

(4)  _ Primarily  a  career  woman,  who  has  babies  only  if  they  will 

not  handicap  her  career,  and  may  be  childless. 

(5)  _ I  don’t  know;  I'm  torn  between  and  (Please  write  in 

numbers  of  alternatives) . 

(6)  _ I’m  quite  confused  about  the  whole  thing. 

47.  How  many  children  would  you  like  to  have  after  marriage? 


PART  VII 

We  are  interested  in  the  kinds  of  sexual  experiences  which  people  have 
had  because  it  appears  that  there  is  a  trend  toward  increasing  sexual 
experience,  and  because  we  are  interested  in  the  relationship  between 
peoples  experience  and  their  attitudes.  Again,  your  complete  frankness 
will  be  appreciated.  PLEASE  NOTE  THAT  THIS  IS  AN  ANONYMOUS  QUESTION¬ 
NAIRE. 

* 

1.  At  what  age  did  you  first  begin  petting?  (As  defined  on  page  6) 

2.  About  how  many  people  have  you  engaged  in  petting  with,  in 
all? 

3.  '  How  many  of  these  were  you  in  love  with,  at  the  time? _ 

4.  With  how  many  people  have  you  engaged  in  petting  below  the  belt, 

in  all? _ 

Did  your  experience  involve:  Boy  petting  girl  only _ 

Girl  petting  boy  only__ _ 

Both  petting  each  other _ 

5.  How  many  of  these  were  you  in  love  with,  at  the  time? _ _ 

6.  How  many  of  these  were  you  going  steady  with,  at  the  time? _ 

7.  How  many  of  these  were  you  engaged  to,  at  the  time? 

8.  With  how  many  people  have  you  ever  had  sexual  intercourse? _ 

9.  If  you  have  had  sexual  intercourse,  please  answer  the  following 
questions  (others  may  skip  on  to  question  // 2 0 ,  but  only  if  you 
are  sexually  not  experienced) . 

10.  How  many  times  (about)  did  you  have  intercourse  with  lLc  f its_t 
person,  in  all? 

11.  How  many  times  did  you  have  intercourse  with  the  second  person, 
in  all? 


. 
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12.  How  many  times  did  you  have  intercourse  with  the  third  person 

in  all  ?__ -  - - -  *  ’ 

13.  How  many  times  did  you  have  intercourse  with  the  fourth  person 

in  all?___ _  _ _ 

14.  How  many  of  these  people  were  you  in  love  with,  at  the  time? 

15.  How  many  of  these  were  you  going  steady  with,  at  the  time? 

16.  How  many  of  these  people  were  you  engaged  to,  at  the  time?' 

17.  The  i.irst  time  you  engaged  in  sexual  intercourse,  would  you  say 
that  it  was  primarily.. 

a  joint  decision  on  the  part  of  yourself  and  your  partner? 

(2)  because  of  your  own  initiative?  and  insistence? 

(3)  because  of  your  partner Ts  initiative?  and  insistence 

(4)  other  (specify )___  ~  " 

18.  In  regard  to  the  first  time  you  had  sex  intercourse,  please  think 
back  and  answer  the  following  questions  as  well  as  you  can. 

a.  What  kinds  of  justifications  did  you  have  for  your  intercourse 
experience? 


b.  How  well  did  you  succeed  in  justifying  your  behavior  to  your¬ 
self?  (Check  one) 


(1) 

Very  well 

(4) 

Not  very  well 

(2) 

_Moderately  well 

(5) 

Did  not  succeed 

at  it 

(3) 

Somewhat 

(6) 

I  did  not  have 

to  justify 

it 


c.  To  what  extent  were  you  bothered  by  guilt  feelings  after  that 
first  sexual  experience?  Mark  an  X  on  the  line  below: 

Haunted  No  guilt 

by  guilt: _ :  :  : _ _ _ _ : _ : _ : _ : _ : _ :at  all 

d.  Did  you  afterward  regret  having  participated  in  the  experience? 

Why,  or  why  not? _ 


e.  Do  you  now  feel  that  the  experience  was  basically  a  good  one, 
or  a  bad  one?  Why  do  you  feel  so?_'  _ _ _ ’ _ 


; 

' 


■  •  ■ 


* 


’  . 


* 
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19.  If  you  have  engaged  in  sexual  intercourse,  did  you  or  your  partner 

take  precautions  to  prevent  pregnancy?  In  all  cases  Almost 
Every  time  Most  times_ _ _  Occasionally _ Rarely  ~  Never 

20.  What  would  be  your  reaction,  if  you  had  a  19  year  old  sister 
living  away  from  home,  and  you  discovered  that  she  and  a  university 
student  were  living  together,  though  net  married?  Place  an  X  on 
the  line  below  to  indicate  your  reaction: 


Very  much 
shocked: 


Not  at  all 
:  shocked 


21.  How  would  you  characterize  your  current  attitude  tox^ard ' people 
having  intercourse  before  they  are  married,  and  why  do  you  feel 
that  way?  .  . 


22.  About -how- many,  of  your  close  personal  friends  have  experienced  sex 
before  marriage,  would  you  say?  All  of  them  Most  of  them 
Many  Some  A  few'  None 


23.  There  is  evidence  that  in  many  parts  of  North  America  it  is  not 

too  uncommon  for  boy-girl  couples  to  live  together  in  semi¬ 
permanent  relationships  without  being  married.  Do  you  know  of 
any  couples  living  together  in  this  way?  _  How  many _ ,  if  yes: 

a.  Are  any  of  them  friends  of  yours?  How  many? 

b.  Were,  or  are,  any  of  your  brothers  or  sisters  involved  in 
such  relationships? 

c.  How  many  sisters?  Brothers? 

24.  Hex'/  do  you  feel  about  relationships  of  this  kind? 


25.  What  would  you  say  are  the  disadvantages  of  such  relationships? 


26.  What  would  you  say  are  the  advantages? 


■ 
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27.  Would  you  say  that  such  a  relationship  is  justified?  If  so,  under 
what- circumstances?  '  ■ 


28.  Have  you  ever  been  involved  in  such  a  relationship ?_ _  How  many 

times?  If  no,  skip  to  question  #36  below,  if  YES: 

29.  How  long  did  the  relationship  last?  . 

30.  What  would  you  say  were  the  advantages  of  it? 


31.  What  would  you  say  were  the  disadvantages  of  it? 


32.  Were  you  in  love  with  your  relationship  partner? 

33.  Would  you  have  liked  to  marry  your  relationship  partner?  Why, 

or  why  not? . . .  ’ _ ' 


34.  If  the  relationship  is  now  ended,  how  and  why  did  it  end? 


35.  If  you  are  still  in  the  relationship,  can  you  see  any  difficul¬ 
ties  developing  that  are  likely  to  end  the  relationship?  If  so, 
what  are  they?  _ _ __ _ _ _  ' 


CIRCLE  YOUR  RESPONSE  TO  EACH  OF  THE  FOLLOWING: 


36. 

Sometimes  I  feel  all  alone 
in  the  world 

Strongly 

agree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree 

37. 

I  don't  get  invited  out  by 
friends  as  often  as  I'd 
really  like. 

Strongly 

agree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree 

38. 

Sometimes  I  have  the  feel¬ 
ing  that  other  people  are 
taking  advantage  of  me. 

Strongly 

agree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree 

. 


’ 


. 
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39. 

People’s  ideas  change  so 
much  that  I  wonder  if 
we’ll  ever  have  anything 
to  depend  on. 

Strongly 

agree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

40. 

It  is  frightening  to  be 
responsible  for  bringing 
up  a  little  child. 

Strongly 

agree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree 

41. 

There  just  aren’t  any 
definite  rules  to  live  by. 

Strongly 

agree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree 

42. 

I  often  wonder  if  there 
is  any  meaning  to  life. 

Strongly 

agree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree 

43. 

There  are  so  many  decisions 
that  have  to  be  made  today 
that  sometimes  I  could  just 
"blow  up." 

Strongly 

agree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree 

44. 

The  only  thing  you  can  be 
sure  of  today  is  that  you 
can  be  sure  of  nothing. 

Strongly 

agree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree 

45. 

There  are  few  dependable 
ties  between  people  any 
more . 

Strongly 

agree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree 

46. 

The  way  life  is  today, 
there’s  not  much  room  for 
choice  even  in  personal 
matters . 

Strongly 

agree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree 

47. 

The  future  looks  very 
dismal. 

Strongly 

agree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree 

PART  VIII 

1.  At  what  age  and  from  whom,  did  you  learn  the  facts  about  sex? 


2.  How  would  you  rate  the  adequacy  of  the  instruction  about  sex  you 
received  from  your  parents? 


(1) 

Entirely  adequate 

(4) 

Very  inadequate 

(2) 

Reasonably  adequate 

(5) 

I  received  none  at 

(3) 

Somewhat  inadequate 

all 

. 

' 

' 
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3.  (a)  Have  your  attitudes  toward  sexual  behavior  changed  since  you 

have  begun  dating?  Yes  No 

(b)  If  yes,  have  they  become  more  strict _ ,  or  less  strict  ? 

4.  (a)  X  believe  that  my  sexual  behavior  and  the  sexual  standards  in 

which  I  believe  are  (circle  one) : 

In  agreement  with  each  other:  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium  (3)  Slight 
In  disagreement:  (1)  Strong  (2)  Medium  (3)  Slight 
(b)  Please  explain  your  answer  if  your  sexual  behavior  differs 
from  your  sexual  standards 


5.  Have  you  engaged  in  intimate  behavior  beyond  your  usual  standards 
because  you  were  somewhat  under  the  influence  of  alcohol?  (Check 
one) 

Very  frequently _ Frequently _ Occasionally _ Seldom_  Never  _ 


6.  Which  of  those  sexual  acts  that  once  made  you  feel  guilty  have  you 
come  to  accept? 


7.  Which!  of  those  sexual  acts  that  once  made  you  feel  guilty  have 
you  stopped  performing? _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 


8.  How  well  do  you  think  you  live  up  to  your  present  standards  in 

regard  to  sexual  behavior?  Very  closely _  Closely _ 

Not  so  well _ Pretty  badly _ 

9.  If  you  had  a  different  standard  of  sexual  behavior  before  your 
present  one,  how  well  do  you  think  you  lived  up  to  that  one? 

Very  closely _  Closely _  Not  so  well _ __  Pretty  badly _ 

No  different  previous  standard _ _ _ _ 

10.  Are  you  content  today  with  the  level  of  agreement  between  your 

behavior  and  your  standards  of  sexual  behavior?  Almost  fully  so_ 
Mostly _  Somewhat _ _  Not  content 

11.  Summarize  your  feelings  toward  your  past  serious  relationships  as 

a  whole.  Do  you  feel  that  they  have  been  helpful  or  harmful  in 
the  formation  of  your  present  attitudes?  _ _ 


Explain 


■ 


. 
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12.  How  jmany  years  have  you  been  at  this  school? 

13.  (a)  Have  your  sexual  standards  changed  since  you  came  here?  ' •' 

If  yes,  are  they  more  strict _ or  less  strict  now? 

(b)  Has  your  sexual  behavior  changed  since  you  have  been  here? 
If  yes,  is  it  more  strict_ _  or  less  strict_ _  now? 


THANK  YOU  FOR  YOUR  COOPERATION. 
Please  return  the  schedule  to  the 
assistant  who  gave  it  to  you. 


. 

. 


